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I. INTRODUCTION
His story is frequent fodder for books on both journalism ethics' and
communication studies It has been written about repeatedly in law journals' and
journalism reviews. And it has been the subject of countless newspaper' and
magazine articles,6 as well as television programs.'
Yet never before has Richard Jewell, the man "who was all but convicted in
the press"8 after the news media, playing off of an unattributed FBI leak, focused
1. See LOUIS ALVIN DAY, ETHICS IN MEDIA COMMUNICATIONS: CASES & CONTROVERSIES 88-89 (4th
ed. 2003) (discussing the case of Richard Jewell in the context of media "feeding frenzies" in which Jewell was
"taken on a media roller-coaster ride from hero to villain to victim"); PHILIP PATTERSON & LEE WILKINS,
MEDIA ETHICS: ISSUES AND CASES 141-45 (4th ed. 2002) (discussing micro, mid-range and macro-level ethical
issues for journalists surrounding the news coverage of Richard Jewell).
In addition to such book-form case studies, at least one case study about coverage of Richard Jewell and
the bombing at Centennial Olympic Park in 1996 has been posted on the World Wide Web. See Case Study:
Richard Jewell and the Olympic Bombing, Journalism.org, at http://www.journalism.org/resources/education/
case-studies/jewell.asp (last visited Feb. 13, 2004) (copy on file with the McGeorge Law Review).
2. See RICHARD CAMPBELL ErI AL., MEDIA AND CULTURE: AN INTRODUCTION TO MASS
COMMUNICATION 436-38 (2d ed. 2000) (discussing the ethical issues raised by media coverage of Richard
Jewell); Clay Calvert, Revealing and Concealing a Suspect's Name, in CONTEMPORARY MEDIA ISSUES 459
(Wm. David Sloan & Emily Erickson Hoff eds., 1998) (using the coverage of Richard Jewell to illustrate the
problems journalists confront when they are faced with the question of when, if ever, they should reveal an
uncharged suspect's name).
3. See generally Clay Calvert & Robert D. Richards, A Pyrrhic Press Victory: Why Holding Richard
Jewell Is a Public Figure Is Wrong and Harms Journalism, 22 LOY. L.A. ENT. L. REV. 293 (2002) (arguing
that Jewell should be treated as a private-figure plaintiff for purposes of his libel suit against the Atlanta
Journal-Constitution and thus be forced to prove negligence rather than actual malice); L. Lin Wood, The Case
of David v. Goliath: Jewell v. NBC and the Basics of Defamacast in Georgia, 7 FORDHAM INTELL. PROP.
MEDIA & ENT. L.J. 673 (1997) (providing the views of Jewell's attorney, L. Lin Wood, on Jewell's lawsuit
against NBC).
4. See generally Alicia C. Shepard, Going to Extremes, AM. JOURNALISM REV., Oct. 1996, at 38
(describing the media coverage surrounding Richard Jewell in connection with the bombing of Centennial
Olympic Park); Joan Konner, Publisher's Note: The Virtues of Not Telling a Story, COLUM. JOURNALISM REV.,
Mar.-Apr. 1997, at 6 (describing the case of Richard Jewell as one in which journalists lost "sight of the impact
of our work on the human beings we're reporting about").
5. See generally Mark Jurkowitz, What Do We Owe Richard Jewell?, BOSTON GLOBE, Oct. 27, 1996, at
D I (examining the media's coverage of Jewell and calling it "symptomatic of a common journalistic practice-
the aggressive and sometimes reckless reporting on someone under suspicion but not yet charged with a
crime"); Max Frankel, Word & Image: An Olympian Injustice, N.Y. TIMES, Sept. 22, 1996, §6, at 60
(questioning the journalistic coverage that put Jewell before "a media lynch mob").
6. See generally Mark Curriden, Rebuilding a Reputation, A.B.A. J., Jan. 1997, at 20 (describing the
"flurry of attention" the media paid to Richard Jewell, as well as the media's potential liability for defamation
for its coverage); Brian Duffy, In the Name of Fairness, U.S. NEWS & WORLD REP., Nov. 11, 1996, at 13
(questioning "the way the news media trailed behind [Jewell] like baying hounds" after the FBI identified him
as a suspect in the bombing at Centennial Olympic Park); Larry Reibstein et al., Tarnished Jewell, NEWSWEEK,
Oct. 7, 1996, at 42 (observing that "[i]f there's anyone who would seem to have the right to sue the living
daylights out of the media and government, it's Richard Jewell").
7. See generally NewsHour: Olympic Park: Another Victim (PBS television broadcast, Oct. 28, 1996)
(transcript available at http://www.pbs.org/newshour/bb/sports/jewell-10-28.html) (last visited Feb. 13, 2004)
(copy on file with the McGeorge Law Review) (discussing media coverage of Richard Jewell).
8. Mark Miller & Daniel Klaidman, The Hunt for the Anthrax Killer, NEWSWEEK, Aug. 12, 2002, at 22.
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the glare of its white-hot spotlight on him as a suspect in the 1996 bombing at
Atlanta's Centennial Olympic Park,9 been able to tell his own story, in his own
words, to lawyers and the legal community.'0 He has been dismissed, instead and
all too often, as a "bubba,"" "a pudgy version of Barney Fife,"'2 or "a backwoods
version of Joe Friday."' 3 Comedian Jay Leno even referred to Jewell as the "una-
doofus" on The Tonight Show-a comment for which he later apologized after
Jewell was cleared of any wrongdoing. 14
But even after being cleared, Jewell still experiences ridicule. For instance, a
group of fans at an Atlanta Braves baseball game Jewell attended once taunted
him, yelling "Are you going to blow up the new stadium, too?"' 5 More than two
years after he was cleared, Jewell told a reporter for the Fulton County Daily
Report that "people still stare at him and whisper when he walks by."" And as
Jewell makes clear in the interview that is the centerpiece of this article, he still
gets the stares and whispers.'
What makes his story so important to tell now is that the United States
Supreme Court declined, in October 2002, to hear the libel" case he filed against
the Atlanta Journal-Constitution. 9 The Court, in letting stand a Georgia appellate
9. See generally Howard Kurtz, Feeding the Frenzy, WASH. POST, Aug. 19, 1996, at B01 (describing
the journalism "pack mentality" that produced a "media frenzy" in which journalists "splashed Jewell's name
on the front pages, camped out on his lawn and dug up embarrassing details from his past-all without the
faintest idea of whether he had a role in the bombing").
10. Jewell previously gave one extensive print interview, but in a decidedly non-legal context that did not
address legal issues and long before his lawsuit against the Atlanta Journal-Constitution worked its way through
the Georgia court system to the United States Supreme Court, for a story that appeared in Vanity Fair. Marie
Brenner, American Nightmare: The Ballad of Richard Jewell, VANITY FAIR, Feb. 1997, at 100. That article also did
not print Jewell's comments in the question-and-answer format of this article. Id.
Jewell also gave testimony to the United States House of Representatives' Subcommittee on Crime of the
Committee on the Judiciary in 1997, but that testimony addressed the activities of the FBI and Justice Department,
not the media. See Opening Remarks of Richard Jewell: Hearing Before the Subcommittee on Crime of the
Committee on the Judiciary, 105th Cong. 1 (1997), available at http://www.house.gov/judiciary/375.htm (last
visited Feb. 13, 2004) (copy on file with the McGeorge Law Review).
11. Indeed, one FBI agent told the media soon after the bombing that Jewell "sounds like Bubba."
Investigators Press Probe in Bombing, FLA TIMES-UNION, Aug. 4, 1996, at A-3.
12. James Collins, The Strange Saga of Richard Jewell, TIME, Nov. 11, 1996, at 60.
13. Mark Fitzgerald, Jewell Ruling Sparkles, EDITOR& PUBLISHER, Oct. 15, 2001, at 11.
14. Jay's Sorry, So Sorry, TAMPA TRIB., Nov. 12, 1996, at Florida/Metro 4.
15. Chelsea J. Carter, Richard Jewell Says Somebody Needs to Pay, CHATTANOOGA FREE PRESS, July
13, 1997, at A5.
16. Stephen Ursery, Amid War with AJC, Jewell Yearns for Peace, FULTON COUNTY DAILY REP., Dec.
28, 1998.
17. Infra Part II.E.
18. Libel is defined generally under the applicable Georgia statute as "a false and malicious defamation
of another, expressed in print, writing, pictures, or signs, tending to injure the reputation of the person and
exposing him to public hatred, contempt, or ridicule." GA. CODE ANN. § 51-5-1(a) (2000). Libel in a
newspaper, in turn, is defined as a "false and malicious defamation of another in any newspaper, magazine, or
periodical, tending to injure the reputation of the person and expose him to public hatred, contempt, or ridicule."
Id. § 51-5-2(a).
19. Atlanta Journal-Constitution v. Jewell, 555 S.E.2d 175 (Ga. Ct. App. 2001), cert. denied, 2002 Ga.
LEXIS 104 (Feb. 11, 2002), cert. denied, 537 U.S. 814 (2002). The case was consolidated with Jewell v. Cox
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court's decision that Jewell was a public figure rather than a private person,"'
dealt a severe blow" to his chances of ever recovering monetary damages from
the news entity that catapulted his name to public attention by labeling Jewell the
focus of the government's investigation into the bombing.22 More importantly,
the Court passed up the chance to address two critical issues-each unresolved
by any prior Supreme Court opinions-that affect the level of fault in libel cases:
whether the category "of an involuntary public figure in a defamation action
exists beyond the hypothetical existence attributed to it in Gertz v. Robert Welch,
Inc., 23 and whether an otherwise private figure "is converted into a voluntary
limited-purpose public figure in a defamation action as a consequence of his
participation in print and broadcast interviews requested by the media to obtain
information about [a] newsworthy event., 24 This second question is particularly
relevant because, as this article reveals and contrary to what many in the media
25
have claimed, Jewell did not seek out the media.2" Rather, the media sought out
Jewell.
This article does more, however, than just provide Jewell with a long
overdue academic forum27 to discuss the media conduct and resultant reputational
Enters., No. AOIAI565 (Ga. Ct. App. 2001), cert. denied, 2002 Ga. LEXIS 103 (Feb. 11, 2002), cert. denied,
537 U.S. 814 (2002).
20. Atlanta Journal-Constitution, 555 S.E.2d at 185-86 (concluding that there was sufficient evidence
"to support the trial court's determination that Jewell was a voluntary limited-purpose public figure" and that
there also was "clear and convincing evidence that, at the very least, Jewell was an involuntary limited purpose
public figure") (emphasis added).
21. See David G. Savage, Sinatra Jr., Kevorkian Fall Short as Justices Reject 1,800 Appeals, L.A.
TIMES, Oct. 8, 2002, at 19 (calling the United States Supreme Court's decision not to hear Jewell's case "a
victory for the press" and noting that "[u]nder libel law, it is much easier for private persons to win damages");
Bill Torpy, Supreme Court Refuses to Hear Jewell Libel Case, ATLANTA J.-CONST., Oct. 8, 2002, at 6B (citing
Jewell's attorney, Lin Wood, for the proposition that the Supreme Court's decision "makes his case more
difficult"). By January 2004, Jewell's libel case was "moving into its seventh year of litigation." R. Robin
McDonald, Sports Illustrated Ordered to Reveal Its Sources, FULTON COUNTY DAILY REP., Jan. 9, 2004, at
News 1.
22. See Kathy Scruggs & Ron Martz, FBI Suspects "Hero" Guard May Have Planted Bomb, ATLANTA
J., July 30, 1996, at OIX (containing the first reference to Jewell as "the focus of the federal investigation" and
describing him as one who both "fits the profile of the lone bomber" and is "seeking publicity for his actions").
23. Petition for Writ of Certiorari at i, Jewell v. Cox Enters., Inc., 555 S.E.2d 175 (Ga. Ct. App.)
(No. 01-1627), cert. denied, 537 U.S. 814 (2002).
24. Id.
25. See generally Fitzgerald, supra note 13, at 11 (writing that "Jewell eagerly embraced the media
attention that followed. He appeared on any media outlet that would have him"); Scruggs & Martz, supra note
22, at OIX (writing that Jewell "has approached newspapers, including the Atlanta Journal-Constitution, seeking
publicity for his actions").
26. Jnfra Part III.D.
27. Some might say that Richard Jewell does not deserve an academic forum because he is neither an
academic-he is not a professor or legal scholar-nor a four-year college graduate. Yet academics have
repeatedly written about his case. See supra notes 1-4 and accompanying text. Thus, to not provide a voice to
the man whose situation lies at the heart of both ethical and legal scholarly debates would be both narrow-
minded and arrogant. It would be analogous to not providing an academic venue for the voice of Larry Claxton
Flynt simply because he has an eighth-grade education. See Clay Calvert & Robert Richards, Larry Flynt
Uncensored: A Dialogue with the Most Controversial Figure in First Amendment Jurisprudence, 9 COMMLAW
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harm that led him to file libel cases against multiple members of the news
media."" In particular, it analyzes important legal issues surrounding the
involuntary public-figure doctrine in defamation law, as well as a more
subjective matter: whether a successful libel suit in a case like Jewell's really
ever can restore one's reputation.
Jewell's story also is important to tell because libel cases like his are
increasingly likely to arise in an age in which the media are quick to pounce on
and heap saturation coverage upon individuals who initially are cast as suspects
in high-profile tragedies. Indeed, for all of the ethical proselytizing and media
flagellation arising out of the Jewell case, any lessons learned appear to have
been short lived. As Washington Post media critic Howard Kurtz accurately
predicted back in 1997, "journalists will eloquently dissect the problems and
nothing will change" and "breathless reporters will falsely accuse the next
Richard Jewell. 29
Consider the case of Wen Ho Lee, the Los Alamos research laboratory
employee whose career was turned on its head after the New York Times
published a "special report" detailing a government investigation into a Chinese-
American computer scientist at the lab who was suspected of stealing sensitive
nuclear secrets for China.3° A year-and-a-half later, in a rare explanation of its
intensely criticized coverage, the editors wrote: "But looking back, we also found
some things we wish we had done differently in the course of the coverage to
give Dr. Lee the full benefit of the doubt."'" While the Times accepted some of
the blame for skewering the scientist, it also fingered other news outlets and
government officials. 2 But for Lee's tarnished reputation, it was simply "too bad,
so sad."
More recently, Steven Hatfill, a bioweapons researcher who euphemistically
was described by law enforcement officials as a "person of interest" in the
investigation of anthrax letters, attracted more than his share of the media
spotlight when his name was somehow leaked to the press.33 The striking
CONSPECrUS 159 (2001) (providing an academic venue for the man whose primary subject matter-
pornography-is often the topic of academic debates).
28. See Ellen Alderman & Caroline Kennedy, The Legacy of Richard Jewell, COLUM. JOURNALISM
REV., Mar.-Apr. 1997, at 27 (observing how Jewell reached settlements with NBC and CNN); Emily Heller,
CNN Confirms Jewell Settlement; No Terms Aired, FULTON COUNTY DAILY REP., Jan. 30, 1997 (describing the
settlement of Richard Jewell and his mother, Barbara Jewell, with the Cable News Network).
29. Howard Kurtz, The New Reform School; Disillusioned Journalists Crusade for Change, WASH.
POST, May 12, 1997, at BOI.
30. James Risen & Jeff Gerth, Breach at Los Alamos: A Special Report, N.Y. TIMES, Mar. 6, 1999, at
Al.
31. From the Editors: The Times and Wen Ho Lee, N.Y. TIMES, Sept. 26, 2000, at A2 (explaining
further that the newspaper "could have pushed harder to uncover weaknesses in the F.B.I. case against Dr. Lee"
and that its article "had flaws").
32. Id.
33. Ted Gup, Gotcha; You May or May Not Be a Suspect, But You Will Be All Over the News, WASH.
POST, Aug. 18, 2002, at BO1. See Jamie Jones, 'Person of Interest' Label Harms Innocent, Critics Say, ST.
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similarities between the news coverage of Lee, Hatfill and Jewell did not go
unnoticed either by Hatfill's attorney 4 or in some media quarters. 3" The Hatfill
coverage, as an article in the American Journalism Review spelled out, carried
with it "an eerie case of drjA vu."" Hatfill, who has yet to be cleared in the still
ongoing anthrax investigation,37 may turn out to be, as a reporter for the Rocky
Mountain News observed in September 2002, "the latest Richard Jewell."3 Once
again, the news media may have lost sight of the Richard Jewell saga in their
haste to plaster a story into the headlines. And losing sight of his story, of course,
could well lead to the same types of libel suits that Jewell filed against-and
obtained lucrative settlements from-several news outlets.39
Most recently, in March 2003, when kidnap-victim Elizabeth Smart was
found alive near her home in Utah, it became clear that Richard Ricci, a man
suspected by the government and mentioned multiple times by the national media
as a possible suspect in her abduction,4 had gone to his grave wrongly and
falsely accused. 4' Like Jewell, Ricci was never charged with the crime to which
his name was linked and, like Jewell, his name was bandied about in the media as
a suspect.42 Unlike Jewell, however, Ricci was never cleared by law enforcement
officials until after the capture of Brian David Mitchell-more than six months
after Ricci had died of a brain aneurysm. It was only after Mitchell's capture that
PETERSBURG TIMES, Feb. 16, 2004, at IA (describing how the term "person of interest" is now part of "the
national lexicon" and noting how it was attached to Hatfill).
34. See Eric Schmitt, Scientist Takes Off Gloves to Defend His Reputation, TIMES-PICAYUNE (New
Orleans), Aug. 12, 2002, at National I (describing how Victor Glasberg, Hatfill's civil attorney, "compared his
client's case to that of Richard Jewell").
35. See Rachel Smolkin, Into the Spotlight, AM. JOURNALISM REV., Nov. 2002, at 50 (comparing and
contrasting coverage of the incidents involving Wen Ho Lee, Steven J. Hatfill, and Richard Jewell).
36. Id. at 51.
37. In February 2003, for instance, Hatfill was still being described by Attorney General John Ashcroft
as a "person of interest" in the anthrax mailings of 2001. Charles Piller, Biodefense Lab on the Defensive, L.A.
TIMES, Feb. 12, 2003, at 1. One year later, in February 2004, no arrests in the anthrax investigation had yet to be
made, but Hatfill had filed a lawsuit against the federal government alleging invasion of privacy. Laura Parker,
It's Deadly, But It's Not Anthrax, USA TODAY, Feb. 4, 2004, at 3A.
38. Mike Littwin, Anthrax Trail on Wrong Path?, ROCKY MOUNTAIN NEWS (Denver), Sept. 5, 2002, at
32A.
39. Jewell reportedly has settled lawsuits against NBC, CNN, the New York Post, and an Atlanta radio
station for a total of more than $1 million. Edith Stanley, Atlanta Park Bomb's Blast Still Echoes, L.A. TIMES,
Sept. 28, 2000, at A5.
40. Ricci, for instance, was mentioned in several different articles in the New York Times as a suspect in
the case before he died. See Suspect in Abduction in Utah Is in Coma After Hemorrhage, N.Y. TIMES, Aug. 29,
2002, at A19 (describing Ricci as "a possible suspect in the disappearance of 14-year-old Elizabeth Smart");
Michael Janofsky, Family Rebuilds Life Around Missing Daughter, N.Y. TIMES, July 28, 2002, at 14 (citing
investigators for the proposition that Ricci, who was in jail on unrelated charges, "could become a prime
suspect" in the case); National Briefing Rockies: Utah: Kidnapping Suspect Indicted for Robbery, N.Y. TIMES,
July 18, 2002, at A12 (describing Ricci as being named by police "as a possible suspect in the disappearance"
of Elizabeth Smart).
41. See generally Nick Madigan, End of an Abduction: The Investigation, N.Y. TIMES, Mar. 14, 2003, at
A20 (noting the police focus on Richard A. Ricci as "the culprit" in Elizabeth Smart's kidnapping and
describing how he died in jail of a brain aneurysm after being held on a parole violation).
42. Supra note 40 and accompanying text.
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the police said Ricci "probably had nothing to do with the abduction., 43 It was
simply "too bad, so sad" for the late Ricci and his widow. As Kay McFadden,
media critic for the Seattle Times observed in March 2003, "[u]nlike Richard
Jewell, wrongly accused as the Atlanta Olympics bomber, Ricci won't be around
to sue.
44
Beyond the specific cases of Lee, Hatfill and Ricci, there also is a more
general fear today that, in a post-September 11 nation with government officials
set on capturing terrorists, many Americans "will share the same fate as Richard
Jewell" in being wrongly accused of criminal activity and subjected to "intense
media scrutiny." 45 Syndicated columnist Clarence Page warned the public of this,
connecting the dots between coverage of Jewell, Lee, Hatfill and the current "war
on terrorism." 46 Of particular concern here is the Pentagon's so-called "data
mining" program which, as Professor Chris Prosise of Carnegie Mellon
University contends, could be "creating a lot of Richard Jewells." 47
Ultimately, the FBI cleared Jewell of suspicion in the bombing after he spent
"88 days in the spotlight"'48 and "was left to recover his reputation by lawsuits
against his newspaper and television defamers." 49 If, as the late Justice Lewis
Powell suggested, the availability of the "self-help remedy of rebuttal"' ° provides
a rationale for treating public figures more restrictively in defamation cases, then
certainly Richard Jewell, now deemed a public figure by the courts, deserves a
forum to share his views. This article, in turn, now gives Jewell a chance to clear
the air-much as the FBI cleared him-about the media conduct he endured and
the reputational harm he sustained, while it gives media attorneys and legal
scholars a first-hand chance to understand the depth of that harm and the ways,
perhaps, to prevent it in similar cases.
II. THE SETTING
The interview took place on the morning of February 28, 2003, in downtown
Atlanta, Georgia in the twenty-first floor law offices in the Equitable Building of
43. David Kelly & Julie Cart, Utah Girl Is Found 9 Months After Kidnapping, L.A. TIMES, Mar. 13,
2003, at 1.
44. Kay McFadden, Good TV: "AMW" Helps Solve the Smart Case, SEATTLE TIMES, Mar. 17, 2003, at
Fl.
45. Charles V. Pena, Targeting Terrorism... or Privacy?, WASH. TIMES, Nov. 25, 2002, at A18.
46. Clarence Page, Rights Shouldn't Be Trampled in Circus Trial, BALT. SUN, Aug. 16, 2002, at 17A.
47. Eunice Moscoso & George Edmonson, Some Say Big Brother Looms, ATLANTA J.-CONST., Jan. 19,
2003, at 4A.
48. Robert Suro, Inquiry into Questioning of Olympics Guard Involves Top FBI Supervisors, WASH.
POST, Nov. 10, 1996, at A04.
49. Daniel Schorr, Turning the Spotlight on the FBI, CHRISTIAN SCI. MONITOR, Aug. 16, 2002, at
Opinion 11.
50. Gertz v. Robert Welch, Inc., 418 U.S. 323, 344 n.9 (1974) (recognizing that while "an opportunity
for rebuttal seldom suffices to undo harm of defamatory falsehood," it nonetheless is a relevant factor in the
development of the public-figure doctrine).
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one of Richard Jewell's attorneys, L. Lin Wood.5 Appropriately, the glass-walled
conference room in which the interview took place overlooks Centennial
Olympic Park where Jewell's rise to fame and humiliation began. 2 In fact, before
the interview started, Jewell took the authors over to the window and pointed out
where he was stationed as a private security guard on the morning of the
bombing.
Richard Jewell arrived at the interview looking fit53 and fully decked out for
work at his current job-as an officer with the fledgling Pendergrass, Georgia
Police Department. Pendergrass is a small town-fewer than 500 people reside
there-located in western Jackson County.- Jewell joined the force in January
2003, as he told the authors during the interview.5
Judging from his work attire, however, one would have no idea that the
police force has just a handful of officers. His gear included a two-way radio, a
walkie talkie clipped to his belt, a revolver, a nightstick, and a pager. The patch
on the sleeve of his light blue shirt for the Pendergrass Police Department sports
its motto-"On Track for the Future"-and a small silver name plate on his chest
identifies the officer simply as "R A Jewell."
The job in Pendergrass is one of several Jewell has held in small-town police
departments in the South.56 In September 2002, he left a job with the Senoia
Police Department where he held a patrolman's position.57 It was a job he held
for just six months, having been hired in March 2002.58 Jewell, in fact, has also
held other police positions since the Olympics. 59 During the course of the
interview, in Part III, Jewell describes how he became interested in law
enforcement. 6°
Also present during the interview was L. Lin Wood, the Atlanta-based
61attorney who can claim among his high-profile clients John and Patsy Ramsey
51. Jewell's other attorney is Watson Bryant. See Kevin Johnson, Richard Jewell's Libel Lawsuit: Big
Case, Big Issues, USA TODAY, Nov. 26, 1999, at 15A (describing Bryant as "one of Jewell's lawyers").
52. Infra Part III.C (describing the history of Centennial Olympic Park).
53. After the conclusion of the taped interview with the authors, Jewell said that he had lost more than
sixty pounds since the time of the 1996 Olympics.
54. See Allison Floyd, Pendergrass Patrol, ATHENS BANNER-HERALD, Nov. 19, 2002, available at
http://www.onlineathens.comistories/l 12002/new_20021120052.shtml (last visited Feb. 13, 2004) (copy on file
with the McGeorge Law Review) (describing the police force of Pendergrass).
55. Infra Part III.A.
56. See infra notes 74-75 (describing media accounts of Jewell's employment history in law
enforcement prior to the time of the Olympics in 1996).
57. Add Seymour Jr., Jewell Gone from Cop Force, ATLANTA J.-CONST., Oct. 10, 2002, at 7JM.
58. Add Seymour Jr., Jewell Hired by Senoia as Police Officer, ATLANTA J.-CONST., Apr. 25, 2002, at
IJM.
59. See generally Names and Faces, ARK. DEMOCRAT-GAZETrE, May 23, 2003, at A2 (describing
Jewell as second in command of the five-officer police force in Luthersville, Georgia, and crediting him, while
on the job, for saving the life of baby who was choking).
60. Infra Part III.A.
61. In April 2003, Wood scored a major victory for the Ramseys when a federal judge dismissed a libel
suit filed against them by Chris Wolf, a former journalist in Boulder, Colorado, stemming from comments made
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and former United States Congressman Gary Condit (D-Calif.). 6 Wood has been
hailed as an "expert in resurrecting tarnished clients in the court of public
opinion"63 who has, as the New York Times put it in 2003, "an affinity for crime-
scene celebrities." ' His work on behalf of Jewell, of course, has added to that
reputation, despite the loss before the United States Supreme Court in October
652002.
Wood is a zealous advocate. 66 He has been named by Editor & Publisher
magazine-a decidedly pro-press publication-as one of the most dangerous
67media plaintiff attorneys in the United States.
During the course of the interview with Richard Jewell, Wood added his own
comments and remarks. They are left in this article, both to add legal analysis and
to preserve and accurately reflect the context in which the interview took place.
The interview was recorded on audiotape. The tape was transcribed verbatim
by a professional secretary. 68 The authors made minor editorial changes to the
transcript, mostly to correct syntax, as well as to remedy transcription errors.
Some of the questions and responses were reordered to reflect the themes and
sections in the next part of the article, and other portions of the interview were
deleted as extraneous or redundant. A copy of the revised transcript was then
forwarded to Jewell and Wood in early April 2003. Jewell returned to the authors
in May 2003 the transcript with both minor revisions-the authors input all of
these changes-and a signed statement verifying that the transcript, with those
changes, accurately reflected his remarks. 69 Neither Jewell nor Wood, however,
exercised any editorial control over either the conduct of the interview or the
content of this article. They did not review the article itself before it was
submitted to this journal.
by the Ramseys in a book they wrote. Judge Dismisses Lawsuit Against Ramsey Parents, NEWSDAY (N.Y.),
Apr. 6, 2003, at A24.
62. See Betsy Rothstein, Condit's Lawyer Sees Tough Times Ahead for Client, HILL, Feb. 19, 2003, at 3
(describing Wood as "Condit's attorney" and noting the $11 million lawsuit he has filed on behalf of Condit
against 77-year-old celebrity author Dominick Dunne stemming from comments Dunne made that allegedly
implicated Condit in the murder of Chandra Levy).
63. Stacy Finz et al., Condit's Bid to Answer Critics Called "Disaster," S.F. CHRON., Aug. 25, 2001, at
Al.
64. Felicity Barringer, Journalism or Gossip; A Horse-Whisperer's Tale Trails Dominick Dunne, N.Y.
TIMES, Jan. 28, 2003, at El.
65. See supra note 19 and accompanying text.
66. He once told the media that, when it came to his representation of Richard Jewell, "we're going to
sue everyone from A to Z." Amy Stevens, How Richard Jewell and His Lawyers Seek Revenge on the Media,
WALL ST. J., Jan. 3, 1997, at Al.
67. Jim Moscou, Truth, Justice, and the American Tort, EDITOR & PUBLISHER, Nov. 27, 2000, at 16.
68. All original notes and interview tapes are on record with the authors.
69. A copy is on file with the McGeorge Law Review.
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III. THE INTERVIEW
The interview is divided into five theme-based sections, each of which
includes a brief introduction to the section's theme followed by a question-and-
response format. The first section is devoted to biographical information about
Jewell, while the second section directly addresses the legal issues surrounding
libel and Jewell's efforts to sue the media. Next, the third section provides
Jewell's own account of the events surrounding the bombing, while the fourth
section captures Jewell's strident views and convictions about the media. Finally,
in the fifth section, Jewell discusses his life after the bombing. The authors have
added footnotes, where relevant, to both the questions and responses to add
detail, define concepts and provide citations to cases mentioned.
A. From Danville to Habersham to Piedmont to Atlanta
1. The Long, Strange Trip of Richard Jewell
Before Richard Jewell rose to fame-or, perhaps, infamy-as a security
guard at the 1996 Olympics in Atlanta, he held a number of positions with
various entities and law enforcement agencies in the state of Georgia. His record
at some of those stops was decidedly less than stellar, as many accounts have
portrayed it.70 In this section, Jewell describes, in his own words and starting
from his childhood in Danville, Virginia-a city that all but abandoned him when
he became a suspect-through his adult life, how his career in policing
developed.
QUESTION: Okay, Richard, what we're going to do is start off with a little bit
of background and bio information and then we'll get into more specifics. When
and where were you born?
JEWELL: I was born in Danville, Virginia in 1962." 1 It's a small town. I think
72it's in southeastern Virginia. I lived there for a while, and I've been there a
couple of times since. When all this happened, the city held a press conference.
Evidently, the media were all over town trying to find out information about me
and where I lived 3 The mayor held a press conference and, more or less, denied
70. See infra notes 74-75 and accompanying text.
71. Danville was founded in 1793 and its heritage is "based on tobacco and textiles and Danville
continues to serve as the home of Virginia's largest tobacco market and as the corporate headquarters for Dan
River, Inc., a national textile leader." Welcome to the City of Danville, at http://www.ci.danville.va.us (last
visited Feb. 13, 2004) (copy on file with the McGeorge Law Review).
72. Danville is "located in the foothills of the Blue Ridge Mountains in the Piedmont region of
Virginia." Living in Danville, at http://www.ci.danville.va.us/living/living.htm (last visited Feb. 13, 2004) (copy
on file with the McGeorge Law Review).
73. Despite the alleged denials by the mayor of Danville that Jewell describes in this section, the
connection between Jewell and Danville made newspaper articles in Virginia at the time. See, e.g., Larry
Maddry, FBI Should Charge Jewell or Cut Him Some Slack, VIRGINIAN-PILOT (Norfolk, Va.), Aug. 26, 1996,
at E l (describing Jewell as being "born in Danville").
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that I had been born there because none of the hospitals had any record of it.
Unbeknownst to them, I had been adopted by my stepfather and had a different
last name than what I had been born with.
WOOD: He was being portrayed as a guy who had misrepresented his
birthplace.
JEWELL: It was funny because my middle name is very unique-
Allensworth. How many Richard Allensworths were born in Danville, Virginia in
December of 1962? It would've taken somebody five minutes to go through the
birth records, discover that fact, and put the two together. My mother and I
thought it was pretty funny that the mayor of Danville would say, "He's never
been here." He was sure the city had nothing to do with this type of person.
We're sitting at home hearing this and saying to each other that I was five when
we left there.
QUESTION: Was being a law enforcement officer one of your dreams when
you were a kid?
JEWELL: Actually, I was supposed to be a fireman one day. I'm the black
sheep of the family. Two of my uncles are battalion chiefs. My cousin is a
fireman. In fact, he served in one of the first rescue squads when all those
specialized rescue units became big in the 1980s. He was one of the first to start
on it. My dad was the first to start a rescue first respond-a first-aid unit-in his
fire department where he, too, was a volunteer member. So all of my family and
relatives were firemen. I just got tied in with the wrong crowd, I guess, and
became a policeman.
QUESTION: When did you start working in law enforcement or security?
JEWELL: I started in the security business in the late 1980s. I did hotel
security as a house detective. Then, I worked for a major retail store as an
undercover detective investigating internal theft and arresting shoplifters. And it
just kind of was a progression. You know, you got to meet police officers
everyday on a daily basis from arresting shoplifters and stuff. A couple of my
buddies became police officers and encouraged me to come on. And it just
progressed from there. I started in actual law enforcement in 1990 as a deputy
sheriff up in Habersham. 4 And then, over the years, I worked for several
agencies.75
74. According to media accounts, Jewell started working in February 1990 "as a jailer for the
Habersham County Sheriff's Department" and was, in fact, "thrown in jail for impersonating an officer." Marc
Rice, Jewell's Career Spotty, Troubled, CHATrANOOGA TIMES, Aug. 1, 1996, at A8. In particular, police
reports filed at that time reveal that Jewell was "working as a security guard at a DeKalb County apartment
complex in May 1990 when he got into a dispute with a couple there." Ron Martz, Jewell's Rebound Snags on
Old Arrest, ATLANTA CONST., Dec. 14, 1996, at 5D. Jewell "tried to arrest the couple and claimed to be a
Habersham County sheriff's deputy" when, in fact, we was only a jailer without such powers. Id. Jewell "was
arrested on the felony charge of impersonating an officer" but he ultimately "pleaded guilty to disorderly
conduct, a misdemeanor." Id.
Jewell was later promoted to deputy but, according to media reports at the time Jewell was considered a
suspect, he "resigned rather than face demotion after crashing into another patrol car while trying to pass it."
Rice, supra, at A8. "In the incident, Jewell was cited with improper passing of another police car, reckless
2004 /Journalism, Libel Law and a Reputation Tarnished
QUESTION: What are you doing these days? Obviously, by the uniform
you're wearing, you're an officer. What force are you with?
76JEWELL: I'm a police officer with the Pendergrass City Police Department.
QUESTION: Pendergrass?
JEWELL: Yes. It's a small department in North Georgia. I'm currently
working with the traffic unit of that department. I do a lot of specialized work
with the community relations program of that department with kids and schools.
We do a number of special projects with the state. We're very big on the "Click
• 77It or Ticket" program here in the state-it's a seat belt awareness thing. We do
all those kind of things.
QUESTION: Now, how long have you been working for them?
JEWELL: I've been there since January 2003.
operation of a patrol vehicle by speeding and colliding with another patrol car in the accident." Christy Oglesby,
Centennial Park Bombing; Security Guard Had Reputation as Zealot, ATLANTA CONST., July 31, 1996, at 10A.
75. Jewell's employment history with these agencies was not favorably portrayed by some in the media.
For instance, the Washington Times reported that after leaving employment in Habersham, Jewell "went to
Piedmont College as a security officer. But he lasted little more than a year before he was asked to leave in
May. Students said Mr. Jewell would stop them in their cars for no apparent reason." Andy Thibault, FBI
Combs Guard's Apartment, WASH. TIMES, Aug. 1, 1996, at Al. According to another newspaper article, some
students at Piedmont College said Jewell "carried his duties to extremes." Maria Elena Fernandez, Park
Bombing: The FBI Gathers Evidence; A Bad Man to Cross on His Beat, ATLANTA CONST., Aug. 1, 1996, at
15A. This article, which quoted one student for the proposition that Jewell "was very macho and he could get
very belligerent," also stated that "Jewell's behavior was often out of line" and "overzealous." Id.
Jewell later sued Piedmont College for libel, charging that officials at the institution where he had worked
as a security officer "slandered him in statements to the Atlanta Journal-Constitution." Carol Woodford, Jewell
Drops Suit vs. Old Employer, CHI. SUN-TIMES, Aug. 27, 1997, at 36. He settled that case for an undisclosed
amount of money, but a figure that made attorney Lin Wood "very pleased." Id.
Piedmont College President Ray Cleere was quoted in the Atlanta Constitution as calling Jewell's
behavior "a little erratic" and his temperament as "almost too excitable." Kathy Scruggs & Ron Martz, At the
Scene of the Blast; "Hero" Denies Planting Bomb, ATLANTA CONST., July 31, 1996, at 01A. In the same
article, Cleere also said Jewell "had been very sporadic and we felt he needed to be checked out further." Id. It
was Cleere and other Piedmont College officials, in fact, who allegedly saw Jewell interviewed on television
and "tipped investigators to their suspicions." Id.
Cleere would later deny, during the course of a 261-page sworn statement, "making the statements the
AJC attributed to him." Emily Heller, Jewell Settlements: Time and Money, FULTON COUNTY DAILY REP., Aug.
26, 1997.
76. See supra notes 53-54 and accompanying text (describing the police department in Pendergrass,
Georgia).
77. The "Click It or Ticket" program focuses "on seat belt and child safety seat use" and has 532
Georgia law enforcement agencies participating in it. Joey Ledford, Law Will Keep Eye on Holiday Drivers,
ATLANTA J.-CONST., Nov. 27, 2002, at 2B. The Office of Highway Safety in Georgia actually ranks cities in
terms of how successful they are in this program, with Smyrna in first place in January 2003. Lessie Scurry,
Alpharetta Takes Safety Seriously, ATLANTA J.-CONST., Jan. 9, 2003, at 4JN.
There has been an "outcry by some motorists against the Click It or Ticket campaign." Greg Rickabaugh,
Statistics Debunk Anti-Seat Belt Feud, AUGUSTA CHRON. (Ga.), June 17, 2001, at C03.
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B. Libel Law: Richard Jewell as Private Figure Turned Public
While Richard Jewell has settled lawsuits-some filed, some merely
threatened-against multiple media entities for their portrayal of him as a suspect
in the bombing at Centennial Olympic Park,78 he has been stymied by the courts
against the one newspaper, the Atlanta Journal-Constitution, that first heaped
ridicule and scorn upon him and even compared Jewell to serial killer Wayne
Williams.79 A Georgia appellate court declared him a public figure, as noted in
the Introduction, and the United States Supreme Court refused to hear his case,80
making his odds of recovery slim to none.
In this section, Jewell describes his frustration with libel law and the legal
system, while simultaneously contending that no lawsuit can ever truly
compensate him for the pain that he and his mother 8' have suffered at the hands
of the media.
QUESTION: Can filing libel suits ever truly compensate you for the harm that
you've suffered at the hands of the media?
JEWELL: No.
QUESTION: Why not?
JEWELL: How do you get back the way you feel about doing something good
that was taken away from you? Not just locally, but universally-the way it was
for me. How do I give my mother back the unblemished pride she had for me that
day? Sure, she's proud of me now. But there's a dark cloud over that. How do I
get back all the friendships that I had, all the people that I knew who were treated
as badly as I was? I had friends lose jobs. I had friends get into fist-fights
defending me. How do you get all of that back? How do you get the memories of
my lawyer's kids at their school having other kids say, "Why is your daddy
defending that murderer?" How do you get those memories erased? Kids can be
brutal. My attorney's kids had to deal with that.
78. Jewell has collected what Lin Wood calls a "substantial amount of money" from news organizations,
including NBC, CNN and the New York Post. Thomas Heath, Olympics Bombing, WASH. POST, Feb. 11, 2001,
at W05.
79. See infra note 115 and accompanying text.
80. See supra notes 19-21 and accompanying text.
81. Jewell's mother, in fact, filed her own lawsuit. Rick Bragg, Mother Sues over Bomb Inquiry, N.Y.
TIMES, July 31, 1998, at A10. Barbara Jewell's suit was not against a media organization, however, but was
against law enforcement officials, claiming they violated her Fourth Amendment right against unreasonable
searches and seizures when they searched her apartment where her son was living. Id. Federal agents reportedly
seized everything from her Tupperware to a Mary Poppins video. Jay Croft, Jewel's [sic] Mom Files Suit over
Search, ATLANTA CONST., July 30, 1998, at 06C.
The Fourth Amendment provides:
The right of the people to be secure in their persons, houses, papers, and effects, against
unreasonable searches and seizures, shall not be violated, and no Warrants shall issue, but upon
probable cause, supported by Oath or affirmation, and particularly describing the place to be
searched, and the persons or things to be seized.
U.S. CONST. amend. IV.
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QUESTION: Is there anything that would ever restore your life the way it was
before the media hounded you and promoted you as a "bubba" and a "bomber"?
Is there anything that could ever do that?
JEWELL: I can't think of anything.
QUESTION: Are you frustrated with the way the laws of libel have protected
the Atlanta Journal & Constitution so far?
JEWELL: I'm frustrated that the judges that have heard this case are not trying
to be unbiased, in the middle. I'm frustrated that my case is being shot down
before it can be heard by my peers. I wish they would just let me get to trial so
that Mr. Canfield"' and Mr. Wood could talk to twelve of my peers and let them
make a decision. And I'm willing to live with the decision-whatever decision
they make. I'm confident that when they hear the facts of this case, they hear
everything that happened to my family and to me, they will demand that this
never happen again. And they will demand that the system change whatever
needs to be changed and do whatever needs to be done to make sure that that
happens.
QUESTION: In essence, what you are asking for is just the opportunity for
your day in court with jurors-real people to hear the facts?
JEWELL: Yes sir. I have every confidence in the world that twelve of my
peers-twelve honest, intelligent, everyday people like myself-when they hear
everything that happened to us, there will be no defense for what the media did to
me and my family.
QUESTION: Richard, did you have any idea that when you spoke to the media
about the bombing that this would turn you into something that's called a "public
figure ' 83 in libel law?
JEWELL: No. All I was trying to do was tell my side of what had happened.
Again, I was trying to be very careful about what I said. I didn't want to say
anything that would damage the investigation. But I was trying, to some degree,
to give my take on the events. I never thought about it in the terms of public-
figure status. Hindsight is twenty-twenty. Would I have done what I did-talk to
the media-if I had known? I don't know. You know, I can't tell you that. Those
first three or four days run together, especially the first couple. I think I slept
about four hours during the first forty-eight hours. I just don't know if I would
have acted differently. I hope that by the time you get through speaking with me
today, you'll be able to answer that question for yourselves. I'm not a thrill
seeker. I'm the kind of person that bad luck seems to fall on.
82. Jewell is referring here to Peter Canfield, the attorney for the Atlanta Journal-Constitution who has
defended the lawsuit Jewell filed against it. See Jay Croft, Jewell Public Figure, Appeals Court Says, ATLANTA
CONST., Oct. 11, 2001, at IC (describing Canfield as "an attorney for the newspaper" and noting how he argued
before the appellate court).
83. See generally JOHN D. ZELEZNY, COMMUNICATIONS LAW: LIBERTIES, RESTRAINTS, AND THE
MODERN MEDIA 130-32 (3d ed. 2001) (discussing the public-figure doctrine in libel law).
McGeorge Law Review / Vol. 35
I honestly believe that I'm in this career for a reason. I've been lucky to be
able to save a baby's life and help a young girl who swallowed Clorox, and Lord
knows how many other people I've been able to help or make a difference in
their lives. In this career you're very lucky you get to do that. But it's not just me.
It's every police officer, every paramedic, and all the firemen. We're all in that
career together, and I'm just the one that the spotlight was on for a few minutes.
And then those few minutes were picked apart by everybody who had an opinion
about it. So would I have done it differently? I don't know. I hope I don't ever
have to find out. Once was enough. But at the time I did it, I thought I did
everything right. I was trying to be real careful about not hurting the
investigation, but at the same time trying to be truthful. If people asked me a
question, I'd answer it or tell them I couldn't answer it.
WOOD: The Georgia Court of Appeals decision was not an application of
libel law to protect the Atlanta Journal & Constitution. The Georgia Court of
Appeals decision was an invention of new law to give even greater protection to
the Atlanta Journal & Constitution. The Georgia Court of Appeals decision was
a legal outrage. You already have sufficient protection for the media almost to
the point where, if you are a public figure, it's virtually impossible to recover
from an attack on your reputation. And they literally invented new law and gave
every benefit of the doubt on existing law to the Atlanta Journal &
Constitution-almost going out of its way to justify a holding that was adverse to
Richard. Then the Georgia Supreme Court, in a case of importance legally and
publicly to the citizens of this state, refused to address it. The highest court in this
state turned him down. And then, even though the odds are always against you,
the United States Supreme Court refused to take a look at the case. The net effect
is, I would submit, the media mistreated Richard Jewell. Law enforcement-
government mistreated Richard Jewell. And, I think, the judicial system has
mistreated Richard Jewell. I haven't seen Richard Jewell get a fair shake from
any of the major institutions of this country. Certainly, I hoped, as a professional,
that he would be treated fairly at least in a court of law. And I don't think he has
been. And that disturbs me not just because I see it happening to one of my
clients, but it disturbs me for what it holds in terms of future plaintiffs and
litigants and people that have been mistreated by the media. At some point in
time, we've got to go back towards protecting reputation. Right now, in this
country, I don't think the legal system provides any real protection to an
individual's reputation.
Look at the last few decisions in major libel cases. They were worth millions
of dollars, and we never asked for anything. We just wanted to put it up to the
people and let them decide. Every one of those major libel verdicts in the last ten
years has been turned over on appeal or reduced on appeal. Even if we get to
court and then we win, we're looking at another five or six years to deal with an
appeal.
QUESTION: The gears grind pretty slowly.
JEWELL: The people say you're right and they give you something. Then the
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court gets to decide it; it's sad. That's the way the court system is, and it's sad.
But all I want is somebody to tell me I was right.
QUESTION: So the Atlanta Journal & Constitution has never apologized to
you?
JEWELL: No sir. They stand proudly behind their reporting of the Olympic
Park bombing. If you call them and ask them, they'll tell you that.
C. Terrorism Strikes Home: The Day of the Deadly Bombing
Centennial Olympic Park in downtown Atlanta was not in the original plans
for the 1996 Summer Games. 4 This prime spot in the heart of Georgia's capital
was first targeted as a transportation center, but that decision changed after
Atlanta's chief Olympic organizer went to Barcelona, Spain to gather ideas
during the 1992 games. Once there, the official was inspired by Plaza Espafia, a
street splashed with "artsy sprays" from the "Magic Fountain"-basking in the
majesty of Palau Nacional, the 1929 palace that peers down a giant staircase.
8 6
The splendor of Plaza Espafia for Olympic officials came mostly from the
irresistible way it "lured people by the thousands every night"-a feature that
prompted Atlanta's organizers to proclaim, "We got to get ourselves one of
those. 8 7 The result was Centennial Olympic Park."
Atlanta's Centennial Olympic Park likewise was conceived as a space where
people would leisurely stroll through or gather to "feel the Olympic pulse."8 9 On
Friday night, July 26, 1996, some 30,000 revelers were on hand to take in the
sights and sounds of the Summer Games. 90 As the hours progressed, thousands of
those park dwellers made their way to the north side-"a popular gathering place
for visitors" that included the main stage where concerts were held. 9' Shortly
after 1:00 a.m., while the musical group "Jack Mack and the Heart Attack" was
playing the fourth song of its set, a "ground-shaking explosion" rocked the Park,
creating chaos and carnage amid the crowd9' and sending concertgoers "through
the streets in panic." 93 When the mayhem subsided, two people were dead and
84. Tom Weir, Olympic Centennial Park's Face Changes Overnight, USA TODAY, July 28, 1996, at 4A.
85. Id.
86. Id. (describing the Plaza, in essence, as "just another long European street lined with office buildings
that hummed with Olympic business," but one that happened to have ornate, historical artifacts as tenants).
87. Id.
88. Id.
89. Id. (noting that Centennial Olympic Park-like Plaza Espafia-had no enhanced security devices in
place).
90. John P. Lopez, Explosion Shatters Heart of Olympics, HOUS. CHRON., July 27, 1996, at I.
91. Janice Lloyd, et al., Blast Hits Olympic Park; Hundreds Injured in Huge Explosion, USA TODAY,
July 27, 1996, at IA.
92. Scott Ostler & Joan Ryan, Blast Rocks Olympics, S.F. CHRON., July 27, 1996, at Al (describing
eyewitness accounts that characterized the immediate vicinity as looking like "rivers of blood" and the
pandemonium that ensued thereafter).
93. William Booth & Thomas Heath, Deadly Blast Rocks Atlanta Plaza; Explosive Device Injures
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more than one hundred others were injured in what had been the first act of
terrorism to strike the Olympic games since the 1972 shooting of eleven Israeli
athletes and coaches in Munich, Germany.9'
As devastating as the bombing was, the death toll most likely would have
been higher had security officials in Centennial Park not acted so quickly to
move people away from the area where a suspicious package had been
discovered.9 A spokesman for the Park's security sponsor, AT&T, told the press
that the package had been spotted "by one of its security people" during a
"routine sweep" of the stage area.96 The world would later learn that security
guard was Richard Jewell.
References to Jewell, though not initially by name, surfaced in the media the
following day-without much fanfare-in a short, factual accounting of the
events that transpired in those early hours.97 In this section, Jewell discusses, in
detail, the day of the bombing-how he came to work security at the 1996
Summer Games, how he happened upon the suspicious package, and how he put
into play a "protocol" that undoubtedly saved lives.
QUESTION: Let's go back in time a little bit now to the time of the bombing.
For whom were you working at that time?
JEWELL: Initially, I was working for AT&T security, or actually Borg-
Warner Security. 9' I was working under a contract with Borg-Warner as a
security sergeant. I had been employed with Piedmont College99 as a police
Scores in Olympic Park, WASH. POST, July 27, 1996, at A01 (describing the "acrid sulphur-like odor" in the air
as scores of emergency workers descended upon Centennial Olympic Park).
94. Kathy Scruggs & Melissa Turner, Feds Seek Clues on 911 Call Made Before Blast, ATLANTA
CONST., July 27, 1996, at OIX (noting that one woman was killed as a direct result of the blast and that a
Turkish journalist died of a heart attack that was "precipitated by the explosion." See also Mark Sherman,
Munich Remembrance Takes on New Meaning, ATLANTA CONST., July 27, 1996, at 09X (describing the events
of September 5, 1972 when Palestinian terrorists stormed the Olympic Village in Munich, taking Israeli athletes
and coaches hostage in an all-day siege that ended with their tragic deaths).
95. Ostler & Ryan, supra note 92, at Al (quoting an AT&T consultant who reported that "police were
on the scene and moving people away from the base of the tower about three minutes before the blast, thus
averting a much worse tragedy").
96. Blast Hits Olympic Park, USA TODAY, July 27, 1996, at IA.
97. See, e.g., A Warning, A Knapsack, Evacuation, USA TODAY, July 28, 1996, at 3A (noting that
before word of a bomb scare had reached the Park's security officers, "an AT&T security guard alerted Georgia
State Police Officer Tom Davis of a suspicious package located under a sound and light tower, about 150 feet
from the plaza's main concert stage").
98. Borg-Warner Security Corp. changed its name to Burns International Services Corp. in 1999.
Financial; Breakfast Briefing, CHI. SUN-TIMES, July 7, 1999, at 66. Today, Bums International is associated
with Pinkerton Security Services. See Securitas Becomes Nation's Largest Provider of Security Services, at
http://www.pinkertons.com/www/secus/uswebsiteonsf (last visited Feb. 13, 2004) (copy on file with the
McGeorge Law Review). Both Pinkerton and Burns International are part of the giant Swedish security services
company, Securitas, which took over Burns International in August 2000 for $457 million in cash. Company
News; Securitas to Acquire Burns for $457 Million, N.Y. TIMES, Aug. 4, 2000, at C3.
99. See generally Piedmont College Website, at http://www.piedmont.edu (last visited Feb. 13, 2004)
(copy on file with the McGeorge Law Review) (describing the college located in Demorest, Georgia).
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officer.' °° At that time, my mother was scheduled to have foot surgery and was
going to have trouble getting around. I'm the only child-the only family
member anywhere around. So I left North Georgia to come down to help take
care of her. I just thought I'd work at the Olympics for something to do in my
spare time. It wound up taking more time than I thought it would. But anyway,
Borg-Warner hired me. They were subcontracted by AT&T Security, which
controlled security for the whole entire Centennial Park. About a week before the
Olympics began, Borg-Warner was fired by AT&T because several of the guards
were caught sleeping at night. Fortunately, I was not one of those guards. The
company that replaced Borg-Warner, Anthony Davis and Associates, owned by
an ex-football player out of California,""' had sent several people undercover
around the area because they knew they were going to get the contract. Their
people, though, had not been able to gain access to the area that I was securing,
so I was immediately hired to continue security in the area.
QUESTION: What were your assigned duties at that time-the day of the
bombing?
JEWELL: I was permanently assigned to the sound and light tower. It was a
five-story, temporary building built with scaffolding. It had over two or three
million dollars worth of electronic equipment. It ran every light on the south end
of Centennial Olympic Park-all the stage lights, all the speaker systems,
amplifiers, everything for the stage. Each level had different things in it. I was
the night shift person for that area. There was one other guy who worked days.
And I worked from six in the evening until six in the morning.
WOOD: There was also a floor that was the AT&T VIP area.
JEWELL: Right. That was the third floor.
WOOD: This was where the VIP folks could go and watch the concert. It was,
without a doubt, the best location in the park to see the concert.
JEWELL: Right. It had a bar and a variety of things. And there were ten
people who worked in that tower at all times. I was responsible to make sure that
no one gained access to that area without a proper identification-a proper color
band for that day-and that nothing got damaged. Anything they needed, I took
care of it. I was also supposed to help anybody who came around that needed
help-with directions and things like that. But my main responsibility was
making sure that those guys were not interrupted when they were doing their
jobs.
100. See supra note 75 (describing the controversy surrounding this employment stint).
101. Anthony Davis played tailback at the University of Southern California in the early 1970s. See
generally Tom Hoffarth, The Writing On (and Off) the Wall; It's Just this One Glaring Problem, DAILY NEWS
(Los Angeles), Nov. 29, 1999, at Sports I (describing Davis's heroics in two games-one in 1974 featuring a
102-yard kickoff return for a touchdown, the other in 1972 in which he scored six touchdowns-against rival
Notre Dame).
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QUESTION: Now, who were "those guys" again? The ten people you were
talking about?
JEWELL: There were two spotlight technicians. Two video graphic people.
They have huge projectors that will project on the sides of the AT&T tower,
which was made out of fabric like a big movie screen. And they had two huge
video projectors in there that would project things up on the screen. There were
two people running computers, along with four or five running the sound board
and amplifiers.
QUESTION: When you first alerted the police to the bomb-carrying knapsack
that exploded in Centennial Olympic Park in those early morning hours of July
27, 1996, did you do so because you thought that you might become famous as a
hero?
JEWELL: No. Actually, what happened was there were some kids sitting at a
bench in front of my tower-a bench that the TV crews had moved. The camera
crews moved it there because one of their satellite feed cables came out right
there in front of my tower. They did a lot of their live feeds right in front of my
area. So they had pulled one of the benches over to set their equipment on. Well,
these kids were sitting on the bench drinking beer out of a green knapsack cooler.
They also were throwing the beer cans over a metal fence that had been built up
around my area so that nobody could sneak in around behind me. One of the cans
landed where the sound boards were. The sound guy came out and he was irate.
He said that beer was going to get on the sound board and short out the whole
system.
I told him that I would take care of it. As I walked around the area, I noticed
there were ten or so beer cans on the ground. I also saw how many kids there
were-about six or seven guys standing there. There was a green backpack up
against the bench and then they had another one that was sitting in front of them
that they were taking the beers out of. Well, I walked back around. I was going to
get on my radio and call for my supervisor to come over because I couldn't leave
my gate. As I was walking, one of the GBI agents, who was an Olympics police
officer that I personally knew, walked by.o I said to him, "Hey, come here." And
he came over. I told him what I had seen and asked if he could just get the kids to
move on so that my guys would be happy. He went down there. As he rounded
the corner, the kids were walking up a hill away from the area.
He came back to me and reported, "They're gone." I said, "Well, they're
together right up the hill and they left one of their backpacks here." And he said,
"Is that theirs?" I said, "They were sitting right on top of it." So he goes and
catches them probably 100 yards up the hill. I saw him talking to them.
102. The Georgia Bureau of Investigation agent to whom Jewell refers here is Tom Davis. See Ron
Martz, Centennial Olympic Park Bombing; Before Blast Hit, Guard Hustled to Get Crowd Out, ATLANTA
CONST., Oct. 27, 1996, at 17A (describing how "Jewell called over GBI agent Tom Davis and pointed out an
unattended knapsack sitting beneath a bench outside the sound tower").
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Meanwhile, I'm standing right next to this thing. He came back and he said,
"Well, they say it's not theirs."
I didn't really think much about it at the time. There were people who laid
out all around the area. This area was a prime spot. It was elevated from the
stage, so they would be actually looking down on the stage. It was a prime piece
of real estate. If it was a good concert, people would be sitting there at four
o'clock in the afternoon for an eight o'clock concert. They wanted to be able to
lay there on the grass. So I thought maybe it's just somebody's backpack that
was moved off to the side. The officer asked me, "What do you want to do?" I
said, "Well, let's just look around here." So we looked around and talked to
probably twenty-five to thirty people. Nobody claimed it.
So he asked me again, "Well, what do you want to do?" He said he wasn't
going to open it. And I said, "Well, I'm not going to open it." He then said,
"Okay, let's go with the suspicious package protocol." It's kind of ironic. One of
the things that they teach you at the police academy in the bomb class is never
use a radio if you think there's a bomb there. But we didn't think it was bomb.
We just thought it was suspicious. But the first thing that both of us did was pull
out our radios and start calling. We're sitting there, right near the package, going
click, click, click on the radio. You know, if it had been a different type of
explosive-not wired the way it was-I wouldn't be talking to you right now.
But, thank the Lord, it wasn't that way.
Anyway, that's what we did. He called the UDT team that was in the park. I
called my supervisor and advised him of an emergency situation. As soon as my
supervisor got there, we initially moved people back about twenty-five feet. That
was kind of difficult because nobody wanted to leave. And we told them that we
had a "situation." We needed to be very diplomatic in what we said. We didn't
want to tell somebody that we had a suspicious package because we didn't want a
massacre caused by people getting trampled-like what happened at those soccer
games. I don't know exactly how many people were there that night, but it was
probably around eight or nine thousand people, and it would've been a disaster.
So we were diplomatic in what we said. And, of course, a lot of them had been
drinking and some of them did not want to move. It was very a difficult situation
for those of us who had to deal with it.
QUESTION: So your only real intent was to move the suspicious package out
of there? In other words, to deal with the suspicious package?
JEWELL: My only intent, to begin with, was to get those drunks out of there
away from my sound tower so that my guys would not be worried about the thing
blowing up.'0 3 But, after that, the suspicious package protocol just kicked in.
103. Jewell, according to one newspaper account, was "a favorite of the sound mixers, lighting
technicians and TV cameramen in the tower. Unlike the other guards, Jewell helped carry equipment into the
tower." id.
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D. Media Relations: Jewell's Nightmarish Rendezvous with Fame
Richard Jewell's "fifteen minutes of fame"' 4 might easily be thought of as
the worst quarter hour of his life. His stint as a hero was over in a blink as law
enforcement turned the tables on the hapless Georgian whose main purpose in
life was to be one of their own.'°5 If the goal was to give the public a suspect to
focus on, the media kindly obliged. An around-the-clock media stakeout outside
the apartment Jewell shared with his mother virtually ensured the fallen hero
would stay put while ravenous television camera crews paid $1,000 a day to a
neighbor in an adjacent apartment building whose unit provided a better view-
just in case the suspect decided to emerge.'06
Although the media took advantage of the opportunity to feast upon Richard
Jewell, the audience they serve was less enthusiastic about their performance.
Less than a month after the bombing-and before he was cleared of any
wrongdoing-an "ABC News poll showed [that] 69 percent of Americans
thought Jewell had been treated unfairly by the media."' 7 The survey was
unveiled during a one-hour network special titled "The Bizarre Case of Richard
Jewell," in which Jewell's attorneys sparred with reporters over the coverage of
their client.l°8 Regardless of whether law enforcement or the press bears greater
responsibility for Richard Jewell's strange path, one point is certain: The media
were there, at every step, transforming Jewell-for better or worse-into a
household name.
During the next portion of the interview, Jewell speaks out about his troubled
relationship with the media. In Part 1, he rebuffs the media's argument that he
deliberately sought out publicity for himself in an attempt to obtain "hero" status.
In Part 2, he recounts some of the lessons he learned from his unhappy
experience. In Part 3, he examines how the media coverage harmed his
reputation. In Part 4, Jewell describes the media's newsgathering practices and
the lengths they went to for the story. Finally, in Part 5, he talks about the
relationship between law enforcement and the media.
104. See The Vanishing American Hero, U.S. NEWS & WORLD REP., July 21, 1975, at 16 (describing
pop culture icon Andy Warhol's famous quote: "In the future, everyone will be famous for at least 15
minutes").
105. Kevin Sack, The Richard A. Jewell Inquiry-A Special Report, N.Y. TIMES, Oct. 28, 1996, at A l
(noting how Jewell's friend in the Georgia Bureau of Investigation duped him into talking while the GBI agent
wore a wire).
106. Id.
107. Phil Kloer, Media Unfair to Guard, Poll Respondents Say, ATLANTA CONST., Aug. 24, 1996, at
02C (suggesting that, on the question of who should be held accountable for Jewell's damaged reputation, the
public was "less decisive" with 41% blaming the media; 32% blaming law enforcement; and 25% blaming
both).
108. Id.
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1. Seeking Publicity? Far from It
In this part, Jewell describes how his contact with the media was orchestrated
by public relations representatives from AT&T, one of the main sponsors of
Centennial Olympic Park. He contends that-contrary to popular wisdom-he
did not approach the media looking to be interviewed. He agreed to speak to
reporters only at the request of his employer. Jewell's attorney, Lin Wood, also
explains how miscommunication with editors at the Atlanta Journal &
Constitution fed into the erroneous conclusion that Jewell was seeking publicity
for himself.
QUESTION: The Atlanta Journal published an article on July 30, 1996, that
charged you with "seeking publicity" for your heroic actions.' °9 Did you ever
seek out the media in order to gain publicity for your actions?
JEWELL: I never sought out anybody. My mom raised me to be polite and
say, "yes sir" or "no sir" to people. The AT&T representatives asked me to talk
to some people about what had happened. I didn't ask them to do that-they
asked me. Personally, I felt it was part of my job. They asked me if I would mind
doing it and, at the time, they were my boss. The way I was raised, if your boss
asks you to do something, you do it. The only time I can say I actually sought
somebody out was when I got home one day around four or five o'clock in the
afternoon, and there was a phone message on my answering machine for me to
urgently call a reporter at CNN with whom I had talked before. When I called
that reporter, he put me on hold. I talked to some producer who came on the line
about two minutes later. The producer asked me if I could talk to so and so-I
didn't even know who it was. And then, about five minutes later, I was on the
show Talk Back Live on the phone." ° If that's seeking out publicity, then yes, I
did that.
WOOD: It was well intentioned. It hardly was designed to influence public
opinion.
JEWELL: In that phone call, I didn't claim anything. If you ever heard that
tape, I talk about the policemen, the doctors, the hospitals-everybody but me."'
109. Scruggs & Martz, supra note 22, at 0lX.
110. See Talk Back Live (Cable News Network broadcast, July 29, 1996) (transcript on file with authors)
(setting forth the transcript of the telephone interview to which Jewell refers here).
11. The transcript of that show quotes Jewell for two relatively lengthy statements. In the first, Jewell
states the following in response to a question about security personnel being trained to protect both the public
and themselves:
Yes, Ma'am. What happened to me was I was blown down to my hands and knees. As I was
getting up, I didn't really think of myself, 'cause as I was getting up, I saw several of the law
enforcement officers who have come to be my friend [sic] in the park over the last several
weeks still flying through the air, and landing on benches. I immediately ran toward them to
render first aid. As I was getting to them, some of the other law enforcement officers were
already coming to their aid and aid of the other victims. I, again, turned to my left to just
make sure I had not anybody falling to my left side. And, at that point, several people were
trying- The employees were trying to run back into the tower to cut off power and to get
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I don't say anything about me. I received hundreds and hundreds of phone calls
from reporters. I had to change my mother's phone number two days after this
happened because we couldn't sleep. The phone rang off the hook. Of the
hundreds and hundreds of people that called, or dropped flowers on our doorstep
with cards trying to get us to talk to them, or e-mailed us, I think I talked to
thirteen or fourteen total.
WOOD: It was actually twelve.
JEWELL: Okay. He knows better than I do.
WOOD: There's a reason for that."'
JEWELL: I talked to twelve media people. I don't see how that transforms me
into a public figure. I don't understand why the judges don't see it. I mean, that's
scary. If I was going to profit from this or try to make myself better, wouldn't I
have talked to every single one of those reporters? Wouldn't I have had a news
conference every day so they could put my picture on television and in the
newspapers?
personal items. At that point, I ran up there and grabbed them, 'cause at that point, I didn't
know if the tower was going to fall or if there was another device. And I was concerned for
their safety, as well as the safety of the other people in the general vicinity. So I grabbed them
and made them run to the other side of the park. And then I just rendered first aid where I
could right in the general vicinity of the tower.
Id. In the second statement during that interview, Jewell said the following in response to a question about the
type of training he has:
Yes, sir. All of the guards hired during the Olympics were given a training class when they
were first hired. In that class, we're shown videos, and also instructed on searching bags and
using metal detectors. Also, we were issued a book, which goes into more detail than the
videos did. Also, my personal training, I am a law enforcement in Georgia; I'm just not
employed by one fight now. I came down to work the Olympics. I wanted to be part of the
games. I have six years in law enforcement here in Georgia, and so luckily, I did have a little
bit more experience than some of the other security guards that are at the games. But I tell
you what. Everybody that was there, the law enforcement, the security guards, the park
guards, the paramedics, the firemen, hundreds of citizens all came together at one time to do
something that we never thought would happen and that we prayed wouldn't happen. But
when it did, I was glad that everything worked out as well as it did. And I'd also like to take
this opportunity, if I could, to thank the citizens of the world for continuing to come to all of
the games and venues that they are to show this person or persons that this type of activity
will not be tolerated in this world.
Id.
112. The number of media people with whom Jewell spoke had legal relevance on the question of
whether he was a voluntary public figure. As the Georgia appellate court wrote in considering Jewell's case:
While we can envision situations in which news coverage alone would be insufficient to
convert Jewell from private citizen to public figure, we agree with the trial court that Jewell's
actions show that he voluntarily assumed a position of influence in the controversy. Jewell
granted ten interviews and one photo shoot in the three days between the bombing and the
reopening of the park, mostly to prominent members of the national press. While no magical
number of media appearances is required to render a citizen a public figure, Jewell's
participation in the public discussion of the bombing exceeds what has been deemed
sufficient to render other citizens public figures.
Atlanta Journal-Constitution v. Jewell, 555 S.E.2d 175, 184 (Ga. Ct. App. 2001), cert. denied, 2002 Ga. LEXIS
103 (Feb. 11, 2002), cert. denied, 537 U.S. 814 (2002).
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Instead, I stayed in the house. I honestly felt bad. I have told Lin and all my
attorneys about it. I was upset. I remember thinking there are all these athletes
that have dedicated their lives to their countries-spending their whole youth
preparing to represent their country at the Olympics-and these reporters are
camped outside my place. Why are these 500 reporters out here in this parking
lot instead of talking with those kids and getting their stories? Why are they
sitting in my parking lot trying to get a picture of me walking my dog to go out to
the bathroom? I didn't understand it. I don't understand it to this day. It really
bothers me. I'm sorry-I didn't mean to go off on a tangent.
QUESTION: Not at all. I just want to clarify that the media sought you out,
correct? You didn't seek out the media? Is that right?
JEWELL: That's correct. I don't consider what I did to be seeking out the
media.
QUESTION: Were you advised to speak with the media by the AT&T public
relations people?
JEWELL: I don't really think they advised me. They asked me if I would mind
talking to this person. They would say, "This reporter called us and would like to
talk to you. Do you have a problem with that?"
QUESTION: And you said that you would speak to them?
JEWELL: I said, "That's fine." The park was closed, I didn't have anything
else to do and, frankly, I felt a responsibility to my employer. I was doing what I
thought they wanted me to do.
QUESTION: What were your feelings towards the media when they were
seeking you out as the hero of Centennial Olympic Park? What did you think
about them?
JEWELL: Well, I really didn't understand it. I didn't think I was a hero. I
never called myself that. That was a label that was put on me when I first saw my
name and saw what they were saying about me on TV. I was honored. I was
happy that, for the first time in my life, my mother had something to really be
proud of me-something that she could brag about.
QUESTION: Was there a time when the media were coming after you with
request after request that you said, "Wow, this is pretty good"? Were you doing
this because you were seeking fame or did the thought of fame hit you at any
point?
JEWELL: Seeking fame? No, I never really thought about that. The things that
went through my head were the things that my mom said to me like, "Oh, you
might get to meet Tom Brokaw." My mom, at the time, was a huge Tom Brokaw
fan.
WOOD: Do you know the story that Bobi Jewell loved Tom Brokaw?
JEWELL: And Brokaw was one of the main media people who turned on me.
We were sitting there watching him when he reported on me as a suspect. I
watched the blood flow out of my mother's face when he said that. You can't
take that away. You can't give that back. And to this day, when people ask what
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the damages are, I tell them about watching Brokaw that night. That's one of the
damages right there.
QUESTION: Now, some people would say, Richard, why did you consent to
speaking to the media upon their request? Why did you do it? Why would you
answer their questions?
JEWELL: Well, the police were talking about what happened. The FBI was
talking about what had happened. And I had actually seen what happened. I was
there. Being a police officer, I wanted to make sure when I did talk to the media
that I didn't say anything I shouldn't. I was being real careful about what I said
from the beginning.
But why did I talk to them? The only answer I can give you is that the
representative from AT&T, Bryant Steele, was initially there with me every day
and he set up the interviews. He had things set up even before he talked to me
and before he picked me up in the morning. I would learn about it when I got in
the car to leave in the morning with them. They picked me up at my house. They
would say, "Do you mind talking to this person at this time?" And then, when we
were going to get some lunch, they would say, "We want you to talk to this
person this afternoon." So, it was not a conscious thought on my part that I
should not be talking to the media. I didn't think to myself, "Do I want to talk to
the media to better myself?" Rather, it was the AT&T people saying, "Do you
mind talking to these guys?" It was very subtle.
WOOD: If I may, I would just like to point out a couple of things here.
There's no doubt, looking back at it now, that AT&T had a public relations
disaster on its hands. It had invested millions of dollars into being the sponsor of
the park. Now, its name was linked to what appeared to be a terrorist bombing at
the Olympic games. That's not the kind of publicity AT&T hoped to purchase
when it had spent millions of dollars to sponsor the park. Bryant has testified and
he's been very clear. No one could have gone into Richard's head and said you
need to or must do this. It was very subtle. Obviously, Richard felt some
compulsion to agree to do it because the employer, AT&T, wanted him to do it.
Clearly, AT&T was facilitating it by providing Richard with someone to take
him to places, giving him some organization.
But the best example of what was really going on here is how Richard came
to be interviewed by the Atlanta Journal & Constitution. Bryant Steele said in his
deposition that he had been receiving calls-that AT&T had been receiving
calls-from everyone. Media people wanted to talk to the security guard who
first found the package. Literally, everyone called except the Atlanta Journal &
Constitution. Still, because he felt that perhaps AT&T might get a favor down the
road from the Atlanta Journal & Constitution, Bryant thought that it might be
helpful for him to contact the Atlanta Journal & Constitution and say, "Hey
guys, everybody's calling to interview the security guard. Maybe you all would
like to interview him too."
In other words, he's going to do a favor for the AJC in the hope that one day,
down the road, he could call it in for AT&T. So he calls the newspaper and says,
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"This is Bryant Steele. Here's my number. Would you like to interview the
security guard that found the package?" I think Rochell Bozman was the editor
who took the message. And what did she do? This was such an "important
person" that she gave the assignment to a summer intern to interview him. The
intern called Bryant Steele. He thought Bryant Steele was the security guard. And
that probably is the background for how it came to be printed in the paper on July
30th that Richard had contacted the Atlanta Journal & Constitution seeking
publicity. They understood it was Bryant Steele who called-not Richard-long
before they published the story about Richard. But that's the background of how
it came to be claimed that Richard contacted the Atlanta Journal & Constitution.
2. Lessons Learned the Hard Way: Trust Not the Media
In this segment, Richard Jewell looks back on how his views toward the
media changed in the seven years since the bombing at Centennial Olympic Park.
While he has a general distrust of the media, he concedes that some reporters did
a good job covering his situation. Overall, he now says he is much more cautious
in his dealings with the press.
QUESTION: Nearly seven years have passed since the bombing in Centennial
Olympic Park. What are the lessons you've learned from your experience with
the media during that period of your life?
JEWELL: Have the media call Lin Wood. I am kidding. The media are a
monster. They have so much power. They have no controlling factors-no laws
that regulate how they do what they do. I would say it's better to call them in, sit
them down and format your answers to them rather than talk to them off the cuff
or not talk to them at all. If you don't talk to them at all, they're going to say
whatever they want to say and you're not going to have any input on the story. If
you talk to them off the cuff, they're going to take part of what you say and turn
it into what they want to say. I would say that if I ever had to talk to them in the
future about this kind of incident, I would tell them they need to call Lin Wood
or Watson Bryant and set up an appointment, and we would be happy to speak
with them in detail at that time.
QUESTION: So you would be much more cautious.
JEWELL: There are a few reporters out there that have been really good the
whole time. And I underline the word "few." Wes Sarginson, a guy who's on the
local station here, has talked to us a couple of times. He's been very good with
us.
WOOD: Mike Wallace.
JEWELL: Mike Wallace was outstanding and is probably one of the
determining factors in turning this thing around for us.' 3 I could throw out a few
113. Wallace interviewed Richard Jewell, as well as his mother, Bobi, and his attorneys, Lin Wood and
Watson Bryant, for a segment on 60 Minutes that aired in September 1996. 60 Minutes: "It's All a Lie" (CBS
television broadcast, Sept. 22, 1996) (transcript on file with authors).
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other names of reporters who probably helped, but the list is short. There was a
reporter from USA Today who was just outstanding. He did an initial article
about me before things turned bad, and he stood behind his article. He had
actually met me and talked to me, and he was one of the people who did not
waver when all the bad things started happening. I remember him for that reason.
Any time he wants to talk to me, he can talk to me. I can imagine how much
flack that guy was getting for sticking with me. I mean, everybody thought I did
it. Every reporter in this country thought I did it. Every boss, every editor was
convinced. It was like a feeding frenzy. One reporter prints one thing. Another
reads it or hears through the grapevine, and he's going to write it and add a little
bit to it. It's like the domino effect in reverse.
3. The Damage Done: The Media and Reputational Harm
In this part, Jewell talks about the hurt he felt when the media were fingering
him in connection with the bombing, especially when analogies were drawn to
convicted killer Wayne Williams. He speaks specifically about the stories
published in the Atlanta Journal & Constitution. Attorney Lin Wood suggests
that NBC anchor Tom Brokaw, one of the first journalists to implicate Jewell,
now regrets the way the reporting was handled.
QUESTION: The Atlanta Journal wrote that you fit "the profile of the lone
bomber. This profile generally includes a frustrated white man who is a former
police officer, member of the military or police 'wannabe' who seeks to become
a hero."" 4 When you read that, how did it make you feel?
JEWELL: It hurt. It was just another log they were throwing on the fire that
they already had lit under my cooking pot. That was nothing compared to some
of the other things they said. They compared me to Wayne Williams, who was a
murderer of children in Atlanta back in the late 1970s and early 1980s."5 He had
this city in an uproar."6 And to have that newspaper compare me to a murderer of
children-being a police officer-that's probably the most hurtful thing they
said. To the layperson, when they read that he fits the profile-a profiler says he
fits the profile-it's believable. Regardless of whether it's true or not or if it's
some profiler they call in California and only gave half the facts, people think it
is God talking.
WOOD: What you just said about God is interesting because the Atlanta
Journal & Constitution would describe that statement as being, in their lingo,
attributed to the "voice of God." In other words, they state, as a matter of
114. Scruggs & Martz, supra note 22, at 0lX.
115. See Dave Kindred, Park Bombing: The Scene on Buford Highway, ATLANTA CONST., Aug. 1,
1996, at 14A (comparing Richard Jewell with Wayne Williams).
116. See generally Wendell Rawls Jr., Williams Guilty in Both Slayings in Atlanta Case, N.Y. TIMES,
Feb. 28, 1982, at I (describing the conviction of Williams in the killing of two young men in Atlanta).
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unattributed fact, that Richard Jewell "fits the profile of the lone bomber.""' 7 That
type of statement was called in the newspaper a "voice of God" statement. It is
not attributed. It's just God saying this must be true.
JEWELL: As I say, to the layperson, it was true. This is a one newspaper
town. Of course the newspaper wouldn't print it if it weren't true. There were
actually people out here who believe that to be the case. Hell, I used to believe
that. When I was younger, I watched the news at night and I'd say, "I can't
believe that that person did that." Now, having been on the other side of it, I'm
skeptical about what I see in the news. I now say, "I'll believe that when I see
what really happened." But not everybody thinks that way. We have a letter in
our files from a guy who, even after I was cleared, said he knew Tom Brokaw
would not have said what he said about me if it was not true. He had watched
Tom Brokaw his whole life, and Tom Brokaw would not lie about me. He said
that I had gotten away with murder.
WOOD: Last November, Tom Brokaw was a guest on CNN's Larry King
Live. " ' A viewer called in and asked him about Richard Jewell. I was stunned at
the candor of his answer."9 It was almost like mea culpa. He talked about the fact
that he thought the media had treated Richard unfairly, and he was much stronger
in his terms. He admitted his own involvement, attributing it to bad information
from sources. He had resolved the matter and settled it. He really did indict the
media for its treatment of Richard and then kind of stopped and said, "Maybe I
shouldn't say more because there's still a pending lawsuit." 2 But it was a fairly
strong statement. From my standpoint, I came away thinking Brokaw really was
a straight shooter. It was not scathing, but it was an indictment of how the media
treated Richard.
117. Scruggs & Martz, supra note 22, at 01X.
118. Larry King Live: Interview with Tom Brokaw (Cable News Network broadcast, Nov. 8, 2002)
(transcript on file with authors).
119. A transcript of the interview to which Wood refers reveals that Brokaw said the following about
Richard Jewell in response to a'question from a caller:
I thought-I thought he-I thought Richard Jewel [sic] was mistreated, in part by NBC.
I was misled by some people in high authority in Washington, went on the air and identified
him in a way that his lawyers were very unhappy with.
I continue to say that he was just a person of interest. But in fact, we were led to believe by
people at the highest levels of the federal law enforcement agencies that he was their number one
target.
And I do think that he was abused by the media, that there was a frenzy that went on there for
a time. Now, there's still a case pending, so I don't want to go much beyond that. You have to read
down through all of the stories, but we were getting our information as best we could from both local
and from federal law enforcement agencies and tried constantly to put that in context. But it did blow
up, obviously, into this very heated environment.
Now, he's collected a fair amount of money from a number of news agencies, including CNN
and NBC, for what his lawyers rightly claimed was his mistreatment.
Id.
120. See id. (referring to Brokaw's statements that "there's still a case pending, so I don't want to go
much beyond that").
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QUESTION: Perhaps he has gained some perspective over the years?
WOOD: I think he had some perspective at the time. I would think that
Brokaw-at some point in time before that case settled-went back and took a
hard look at that situation. And he made a decision that it was not a statement
that he really wanted to defend to the depths of the earth. Perhaps it wasn't his
finest hour and that, under the circumstances, the right choice was to go ahead
and make peace and resolve it with Richard.
JEWELL: Plus he was scared of Lin.
WOOD: If he wasn't then, he is now.
4. Newsgathering Practices: The Feeding Frenzy that Was
In this part, Jewell recalls how he was hounded relentlessly-in cars, trucks,
and helicopters-by the media twenty-four hours a day. He describes how he and
his mother had to write notes to each other in their apartment for fear that they
would be overheard. He provides journalists with suggestions for improving the
way they work-tips for avoiding the scoop mentality where accuracy can too
often get sacrificed under the pressures of time and deadline. Lin Wood suggests
that this type of pressure guided the Atlanta Journal & Constitution's coverage.
QUESTION: Richard, speaking of how the media handled things, can you tell
us a little bit about some of the newsgathering practices that the media used to
get information about you?
JEWELL: Well, they chased me in vans. They followed us in cars. They had
helicopters over my mother's apartment. They had satellite trucks in our
driveway. And when I say satellite trucks, I mean about forty or fifty of them.
They would surround me when I came out of the house like a pack of wolves.
When they were finally asked to leave the property where my mother was
living-and I was staying at the time-they subleased an apartment from a
family the next apartment up and set a full camera up on the back porch with
somebody sitting there twenty-four hours a day. The camera was focused at our
front door and my mother's bedroom window. They had a microphone, like the
kind used at NFL football games, pointed at my mother's window. I don't know
if they had the laser listening devices that we have access to now. I don't know if
they had any of those up there. Honestly, though, I wouldn't put it past them.
We acted like our phones were tapped and our house was tapped. We wrote
notes to each other if we wanted to talk about something that we didn't want
anybody to know about. We had a pad in the house that we would write notes to
each other on. We were that paranoid. And for good reason because I have no
doubt that the government had bugged the house after they searched it. How long
does it take to search a two-bedroom apartment? Eleven hours? I know they put
bugs in there.
QUESTION: If you had one suggestion for journalists, when it comes to
reporting on individuals in positions, such as yourself, who are labeled suspects
but are not charged or arrested for any crime, what would it be?
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JEWELL: You can never have enough sources, and document every detail.
Don't leave out anything. If it's coming up on the deadline and you've got one
more source you want to talk to, sometimes you're just going to have to miss a
deadline. I think it's more important to get all the source information you can and
then give a credible story rather than miss or leave out a couple of things. I think
that's probably the most important thing. I've had editors tell me that they tell
their reporters the very same thing now just because of what happened to me. In
some of the stories that were written about me, they didn't check sources. They
just wrote it. It was happening so fast and snowballing so quickly. I don't think
that's justification.
When I arrest somebody, I have to detail everything that happens so that I'm
100% sure that when I go to before the judge, I'm representing what happened.
That's part of my job. If I don't do my job, justice isn't served and somebody
who may have done something bad will get away. In a way, reporters have that
same responsibility. I feel that probably the most important thing I could ask
journalism students is not to allow editors to push them into the story without the
facts. It's not good enough just to get the story-you've got to get the story right.
QUESTION: Do you think that the scoop mentality and the time pressures
faced by cable networks like CNN or Fox News are one of the big contributing
factors? Do you think newspapers like the Atlanta Journal & Constitution are too
driven to get the story first? Does that seem to be the big influence there?
JEWELL: In our case, I think it was a combination of things. We have sources
in our lawsuit that have given us information to that respect. But I would say it's
probably a combination of both the snowball effect and the race to get the scoop.
It just happened so fast. I'd probably say it was a combination of both things.
WOOD: Pardon me for stepping in the middle of this, but if you're talking
about the motivation behind what got the AJC out there so quickly with the story,
there's more to it. Similar to the AT&T investment, Cox Enterprises, AJC's
parent company, had invested a tremendous amount of money in its coverage of
the Centennial Olympic Games. They wanted the games to be their games as
much as Atlanta's games. They brought in people from Cox newspapers all over
the country to cover the games. They had a major financial investment, and I
think they also were looking-like any other corporation would-to enhance the
reputation of the newspaper from their involvement in the Olympic games.
When the story about Richard being under investigation filtered down to
members of the Atlanta Police Department-a department that was not involved
in the investigation and which not so coincidentally was the beat covered by the
AJC's Kathy Scruggs-the newspaper was already working the story about
Richard. But the major influence of when to run the story occurred when Kathy
Scruggs, in effect, said to her superiors, "Hey, if people are talking about this in
the rank and file of the Atlanta Police Department, it's only going to be a matter
of minutes before WSB, Channel 2, is going to know about it and break in on
their television coverage and get it first."
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And I'll tell you this. the Atlanta Journal & Constitution did not want to be
scooped by its sister television station, WSB-TV. That was one of the prime
motivations for getting this story out so quickly, and they did it first by Internet,
second by delivering a copy to CNN, and also the Cox Newswire to make sure
that-number one-they got credit for being first. In effect, they gave CNN the
tradeoff and let it be the first television outlet to go with it. If you go back and
look at the coverage, when the anchor broke in, he was holding up the Atlanta
Journal & Constitution and he made the statement, "I've been asked to read the
article verbatim."
QUESTION: He actually said he had been asked to read it?
WOOD: He did, and then he read it verbatim. This was a scoop and the timing
was based almost exclusively on the desire to get it first.
QUESTION: Earlier, you were talking about the advice you would give to
journalism students. Have you been invited to speak to journalism classes?
JEWELL: I've spoken to some journalism classes in Japan. They invited me
over to speak to a couple of colleges over there. I've spoken to an Emory
University class. That's about it. I think those are the only journalism classes I've
ever been invited to. I would enjoy doing more of that.
QUESTION: What about editors? Have any news organizations invited you in
to talk?
JEWELL: No sir.
QUESTION: Is that disappointing to you in a way?
JEWELL: Not really. I don't have really too much to say to those guys. I think
there's one editor that called either Watson or Lin and told him that he had a
picture of me on his desk. He thought about me every time he sent somebody out
on a story.
WOOD: No. That actually was a statement made by Curtis Wilkey, a reporter
for the Boston Globe. He's a very good reporter. He came down here to do an
interview and he told you that he actually keeps a picture of you on his desk as a
reminder to him about how to properly do his job-or at least what not to do.
JEWELL: That was pretty neat, having somebody say that. That was pretty
cool.
5. A Symbiotic Relationship: Law Enforcement and the Media
In this part, Richard Jewell and his attorney, Lin Wood, discuss the intense
pressure on law enforcement to find a suspect in the early days after the
bombing-and how the media attention only exacerbated the problem. They talk
about the FBI's public relations efforts and how the spotlight on Richard Jewell
was positioned so quickly and brightly because law enforcement wanted to
ensure the public that it could safely return to the park. They talk about the use of
the terms "suspect" and "person of interest" by law enforcement and how those
labels are perceived by the public. Finally, Lin Wood laments that the media
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today-with a twenty-four-hour news cycle to fill-feel compelled to conduct
mini-trials by "experts" who are not privy to the evidence.
QUESTION: We have a couple of questions just about law enforcement. For a
very long time, you've obviously had an interest in law enforcement. Did this
experience back in 1996 at all color your view about police work or the criminal
justice system in general?
JEWELL: No, not really. There was a time there when I didn't understand why
I was being pursued in the way I was. But you know something, you have to
understand about the law enforcement at the time. They were under a great deal
of pressure. The President had come on television and said, "We will catch who
did this."'' The whole world was watching. It wasn't just nationwide. The whole
world was tuned in. They were trying to catch a murderer-a terrorist. They were
doing whatever they had to do. In hindsight, I understand some of the things they
did. But what happened with the FBI was they stepped over the line. And once
they realized they had they'd gone so far, there was no way to go back and make
it right, so they had to ride out the storm. The media were watching everything
they did. I have no doubt that, within a week of the bomb going off, the FBI
knew I was not the person that did it.
WOOD: The field agents have said that if the media had stayed out of the
Richard Jewell coverage, they would've probably looked at him and cleared him
within a matter of three days.
JEWELL: But you have to understand once ten days had passed, the media
were still focused on me. Well, the FBI still had to watch me to project to the
media that I was still a suspect while they focused most of the rest of their
investigation on other people.
QUESTION: So the media basically perpetuated and sustained the focus while
the FBI otherwise would not have done so?
WOOD: Right. I have no doubt that's what happened. I'm sure that has to be
true. It's hard to sometimes figure out, but I'm not a real believer in
coincidences. And I've always thought that someone should take a look at the
fact that Richard's name surfaced on the afternoon before the first night that the
park reopened. The bravado around Atlanta was, "We're going back to the
games. We're not going to be afraid of the terrorist or another attack." They
opened the park on Tuesday morning. That's when Richard appeared on the
Today Show. And then it was around four o'clock or so in the afternoon when the
news broke. Most people who were watching television or reading about it
would've been aware that it looks like they got the guy.
QUESTION: People would feel safer knowing someone has been identified?
WOOD: And feel a lot safer because you could sit there on Tuesday morning
and say, "I'm not going to be afraid. I'm going to take my children to the park
121. Richard Jewell is referring here to President Clinton's statement, "We will track them down. We
will bring them to justice." Andrew Martin & Karen Brandon, Bomb Sears Nation's Soul, CHI. TRIB., July 28,
1996, at I.
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tonight." How many people would've really done that unless they felt secure that
they had the guy? And the guy was Richard Jewell. And maybe there was some
element of having then to prolong the investigation until the games are over. In
other words, get everybody out of town and somewhere down the road we'll try
to clean up the mess we created with Richard Jewell's life for what we did to
him. Was it a conscious decision to put him out there as a scapegoat? Maybe so,
or maybe at a subconscious level. It's convenient, and so maybe it made it easier,
literally, to take a chance on destroying this guy's life because in their view-
consciously or subconsciously-it served a legitimate purpose. It's an interesting
story, but the timing has always fascinated me. I just don't believe it was
coincidental.
QUESTION: What you are saying, then, is there's tremendous worldwide
attention on this event and tremendous worldwide attention on the FBI, so it
needed to deliver.
WOOD: It was always public relations with the FBI. That's Louis Freeh.
When he was in office, that was his biggest concern. Look, here's the great
example. When they searched Richard's mother's apartment, it was all day with
the FBI jackets and television cameras rolling. They rolled his car off in the
wrecker, loaded it up on airplane and flew it to Quantico-all on national and
international television. And then, when it was over and they brought all of his
mother's stuff and his stuff back, this is what they did. They said, "We're going
to come over there at such and such time"-and they did in one car with three
men in suits-"and we're going to deliver this stuff, but if there's one television
camera there, if we spot one camera, we're going to turn around and go back and
we're not going to give you your stuff back."
And the fact is, there was a camera there, and CBS had it in a van. And they
were going to film the FBI in their suits taking ten minutes to bring back what
they so publicly had taken all day long to remove. So we called CBS and said,
"Don't go. This man and his mother need to get their personal belongings back,
and we don't want to disrupt it by allowing the FBI to have an excuse not to
return the items." And just look at the comparison. On the one hand, what they
did, in effect, to convey the idea that he was guilty and, on the other hand, how
they wanted to hide and cover up their acts that showed that they had made a
mistake. He was innocent, but for the FBI, it was all about public relations.
QUESTION: Richard, were you going to make a comment?
JEWELL: Just imagine you're an FBI agent. Your boss has said that you will
catch who did this. We just had a bomb go off in Centennial Park two days
before. You're sitting in your office drinking a cup of coffee and eating a donut
because you haven't been home in two days and you're running on adrenaline.
You pick up the newspaper, which has some story that you know is pretty much
unsubstantiated. And you're sitting there reading the story and you got this file
on Richard Jewell sitting there. And this little Atlanta newspaper has something
in there that you've never even heard about. That FBI agent is going to say,
"Well, maybe we ought to look into this a little bit better. Maybe we better check
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this out." So they go and check out the subject of this story while the reporter is
standing across the street when the FBI pulls up. Two guys get out in FBI jackets
and walk in the apartment to substantiate what this story said. Well, then, the
reporter writes another story about how the FBI's substantiated our story.
They're on the scene investigating what we reported.
WOOD: This is like the fire that turns out to be an arson. You always have to
investigate the person who called in the fire. It's standard practice. Here you've
got a bomb that explodes. Certainly, you've got to go investigate the person that
claims to have first spotted it or did, in fact, first spot it. So you're investigating
Richard for legitimate reasons. That doesn't mean that you suspect that he's
guilty or was involved. But then, all of a sudden, you pick up the Atlanta Journal
& Constitution and in this banner international story it says that Richard Jewell
had sought publicity for his actions, that he had contacted newspapers and
television stations, including the Atlanta Journal & Constitution, seeking
publicity for his actions. If I'm a policeman, I'm going to think that's suspicious.
And that's going to create in my mind, perhaps, some questions about Richard
that are not very favorable to him. And I'm going to view him a lot more
suspiciously. Yet, what we know turns out to be the case, there were absolutely
false statements.
QUESTION: Richard, when you look at a high profile story in the news, such
as what's going on in Modesto, California right now with Scott Peterson,122 do
you wonder if the focus of the story is somehow wrongly being accused here?
Are you looking at this and perhaps empathizing with him, understanding what
he's going through?
JEWELL: Well, I understand what anybody in that situation goes through. As
far as making comments about it, I just try to stay away from it.
QUESTION: As you are probably aware, law enforcement is beginning to use
different terms now. The focus of the investigation might be called a "person of
interest" rather than a suspect. 123
JEWELL: Right.
QUESTION: Do you think this is a fair label?
JEWELL: They now say, "We want to talk to that witness."
QUESTION: Or potential witness?
JEWELL: Right. Exactly.
122. Scott Peterson is the husband of Laci Peterson, a woman who disappeared when she was eight
months pregnant from her home in Modesto, California on Christmas Eve in 2002. See generally Patrick Giblin,
Peterson Search Returns to Bay, MODESTO BEE, Mar. 13, 2003, at AI (describing the case of Laci Peterson). In
April 2003, the woman's body and that of her unborn child washed ashore in San Francisco Bay. Scott Peterson
was charged with homicide, but pleaded not guilty. See generally Christine Hanley & Dan Morain, Scott
Peterson Killed Wife in Their Home, Police Say, L.A. TIMES, Apr. 22, 2003, at 1.
123. This is the label attached to scientist Steven Hatfill in relation to the anthrax mailings of 2001.
Piller, supra note 37, at 1.
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QUESTION: Do you believe that the public will formulate the same idea about
that person's involvement in criminal activity upon hearing the term "person of
interest"? Is this just a euphemism, just another way of saying "suspect"?
JEWELL: I'd say so. The public knows what's going on. Because of what
happened to me, things have changed. It has definitely changed the way the
media in Atlanta refer to people that are arrested or are suspects. And I've seen it
on some of the national channels like Fox News, NBC and CNN. They've all
changed. Go back before 1996, at a shooting or a murder and see how they refer
to the person that they're arresting in the incident. Compare that with something
that's recent and look at the difference. What happened to me is a factor in that
change.
WOOD: You're giving them more credit than I would give them. I think that
what happened to Richard, from what I've observed, has had a significant impact
on the people that I would describe as legitimate journalists. These are the people
that really want to conduct their profession with proper and high standards of
practice and ethics. And I think they do rethink it. And you'll hear them saying in
their newsrooms or in their editors' meetings, "Let's be careful here. Let's not
'Richard Jewell' this person." But when it comes to that group of the media that
makes up these 24/7 shows on Fox or MSNBC and, more and more now, on
CNN trying to compete with Fox for ratings, it's the same old story. It's almost
the same old talking heads that keep coming out. I call it a cottage industry that
sprang up out of the 0. J. Simpson trial. It's happening to Scott Peterson, whether
he's innocent or guilty.' 24 I give him the presumption of innocence, but he's been
tried and convicted. It happened not so long ago to Steven Hatfill.' 2 Again, I
don't know whether he's guilty or innocent, but I give him the presumption of
innocence. But when the Attorney General of the United States of America goes
out in front of a television camera, standing on the White House lawn, and says
that Steven Hatfill is a "person of interest" and the FBI has connected him with
the anthrax terrorist investigation, Steven Hatfill's life as he knew it is over. I
don't think that the members of the media who really are in this for pure profit
and entertainment do anything differently.
And you even see a show like Larry King Live doing it. I have the greatest
respect for Larry King. I've had the privilege of being on the show six times. I've
had the privilege of being in his home for dinner at his invitation. But I will also
candidly tell you that I've watched his coverage and, as he struggles to compete
for ratings, his folks are getting him right down there in the Geraldo Rivera level.
124. From the early days of the investigation, Scott Peterson often was the focus of both legal and media
scrutiny in the disappearance of his wife, Laci Peterson, in Modesto, California. See generally Patrick Giblin &
John Cote, Police Mum on Results of Search; Warrants Issued in Case of Laci Peterson Were Sealed,
MODESTO BEE, Feb. 21, 2003, at Al (describing Scott Peterson as "a focus of attention after the revelation that
he had an affair with another woman in the month before his wife's disappearance," and noting that "[p]olice
say he is not a suspect, nor has he been ruled out").
125. Supra notes 33-39 and accompanying text.
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If I turn on Larry King and see him having to question Nancy Grace 2 6 and Marc
Klaas127 and my friend Mark Geragos'28-the same folks just rehashing old
information that's been out there for weeks, if not longer, about the Peterson
case-I actually feel a little bit sorry for Larry King. And I don't think he
particularly likes it. I happened to be out there and watched him do a show on the
Peterson case, and it had Nancy, Mark and Klaas as guests.' 29 During the
commercial break, he would make comments that led me to believe he was doing
his job, but he wasn't particularly happy about it. He recognized he was giving
Nancy Grace a forum basically to attack this man. And he had to give Mark
Geragos the chance to try to defend him. What was he doing? He was conducting
a mini-trial of a person who's never been charged with a crime.
And so I don't think the lesson's been learned because there's too much
profit involved and there's more and more competition involved. Everybody's
going in the direction of Fox, and Fox is Rupert Murdoch. Fox is tabloid
television. One night, I'm sitting there watching Greta Van Susteren, whom I
have great respect for, who once had a wonderful show on CNN called Burden of
Proof. I used to prepare for her show more than any other show because she
would ask the toughest questions, and I didn't want to get on national TV live
and make a fool of myself. She was good. Then, all of a sudden, Greta goes into
her Fox program where now it's not focused on legal issues, but it's Greta Van
Susteren with an hour-long show trying to talk about every major news event. So,
I'm sitting there watching Greta, and she has a twenty-minute segment on the
Peterson case. And you know who's giving her all the information about the
case? An editor for the National Enquirer. What you're really watching on
television is the National Enquirer show.
126. See, e.g., Larry King Live: Interview with Nancy Grace (Cable News Network broadcast, Jan. 23,
2003) (transcript on file with authors) (providing the transcript of a Larry King interview with Nancy Grace, the
host of Court TV's Trial Heat).
127. Marc Klaas is the father of Polly Klaas, a 12-year-old girl from Petaluma, California, who was
abducted from her home in 1993 by Richard Allen Davis, who was later convicted of abducting, raping and
killing the girl. See, e.g., Claire Vitucci, Touched by Abductions, PRESS ENTERPRISE (Riverside, Ca.), Sept. 5,
2002, at AOl (describing the Klaas case).
128. Mark Geragos is a high-profile defense attorney who recently represented Winona Ryder in a
shoplifting case against her. See Anna Gorman, Prosecution Rests Against Ryder, L.A. TIMES, Nov. 1, 2002, at
Ca. Metro 4 (describing Geragos's representation of Ryder).
129. See Larry King Live: Panel Discusses Laci Peterson Case (Cable News Network broadcast, Jan.
29, 2003) (transcript on file with authors) (providing the transcript of King's interview with Nancy Grace, Mark
Geragos, and Marc Klaas about the Laci Peterson case); see also Larry King Live: Westerfield Jury Completes
Ninth Day of Deliberations (Cable News Network broadcast, Aug. 20, 2002) (transcript on file with authors)
(providing the transcript of a show on which King interviewed Nancy Grace, Mark Geragos, and Marc Klaas).
McGeorge Law Review / Vol. 35
E. Troubling Times After the Bombing
Life changed dramatically for Richard Jewell in the days and months
following the bombing of Centennial Olympic Park.3 A month after the
bombing, during a press conference in Atlanta, Jewell's mother "made a tearful
plea" to President Bill Clinton to end what she described as a "living hell" for her
family by clearing her son."' Jewell was eventually cleared 32 -although not by a
presidential decree-but that fact did not change the way some people felt about
him or behaved around him.
While some media commentators made it a point to note his exoneration -
and acknowledge his "badly blemished" • '-Others continued to slice
into his integrity with aspersions about his checkered past.' 34 First heralded as the
hero who saved so many lives, 3 ' then vilified as the bomber who caused the
devastation, 36 Jewell today still endures the stares and muffled whispers of
passersby who wonder about his involvement in the tragic episode.
In this section, Jewell talks about the difficulty he has letting his guard down
around the people he meets. He contends the experience has made him much
more cynical and far less trusting. He reveals the personal hurt he endured as his
friendships unraveled after the bombing, including one instance in which a
member of a band in which Jewell performed sold him out-literally-to a
tabloid television show.
QUESTION: If a reporter approached you today about a topic entirely
unrelated to the Olympic Park bombing, how would you respond? Would you
answer the reporter's questions? Or would you go through essentially what you
just described-speaking only when your attorney was present?
JEWELL: Well, with every reporter who has asked me to speak to them about
something, after about the fourth question they're talking about the Olympic
130. Rep. Ney Urges Congressional Investigation of Jewell Case, COLUMBUS DISPATCH, Dec. 15, 1996,
at 4A (quoting an Ohio congressman who called for an investigation of the Jewell case, saying "[t]he national
media publicly tried and convicted Richard Jewell in its headlines and on its nightly broadcasts").
131. Tom Watson & Kevin Johnson, Jewell's Mother Calls on Clinton to Clear Son, USA TODAY, Aug.
27, 1996, at 4A.
132. Bill Rankin, Jewell Is Cleared in Bomb Case, ATLANTACONST., Oct. 27, 1996, at 01A (noting that
Jewell's "status as a hero.., was restored ... when federal prosecutors told the former security guard that he
was no longer a 'target' of the FBI investigation").
133. Mike Drew, In TV, Nothing Beats a Hot Time Slot, MILWAUKEE J.-SENTINEL, Oct. 31, 1996, at 6
(suggesting that the media's "rush to judgment" in the Jewell coverage left his reputation badly harmed despite
his being cleared by law enforcement agencies).
134. Clooney's Boycott of "ET" Brings Privacy Debate to Boil, PITT. POST-GAZETTE, Nov. 3, 1996, at
G2 (observing that Bill Press, then host of CNN's Crossfire, mocked Jewell's concern for his reputation by
enumerating "embarrassing events from Jewell's past" and concluding that he "had no reputation worth
protecting").
135. Mike Lopresti, Guard's Alertness in Park Makes Him an Unexpected Hero, USA TODAY, July 29,
1996, at 4A (labeling Jewell as "[tihe biggest hero of the Atlanta Olympics").
136. Phil Rosenthal, Security Guard "Hero" a Suspect in Bombing, CHI. SUN-TIMES, July 31, 1996, at
1.
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bombing. So, in retrospect, everybody needs to go through Mr. Wood or
Mr. Bryant. It's partly for my privacy, and it's partly so that my soldier [Lin
Wood] over here can find out what's going on. And it's not just the media.
Carmel, Indiana is the one city that has done a wonderful thing for me and my
family. How many times did they call down here?
WOOD: A lot.
JEWELL: They called down here four or five times wanting to talk to me.
WOOD: They wanted to honor Richard at their Fourth of July parade.
JEWELL: The July 4th hero's parade. I was the grand marshal for the parade.
And that was awesome. Carmel, Indiana. 
137
QUESTION: July 4th of what year?
JEWELL: 2001. But, you know, Atlanta has never done anything for my
mother and me. Atlanta's never done anything. I haven't even gotten a thank you
from anybody. But Carmel, Indiana flies me and my family up there for a Fourth
of July parade to thank me for what I did four years before.
QUESTION: But your own city does nothing.
JEWELL: The city where I lived does nothing. That's amazing to me. But
that's just the way the cookie crumbles. If somebody from Carmel, Indiana called
me and asked me to do anything for them, I'd bend over backwards to try to do
something for them because they did something for me that I never expected. I
was overwhelmed. 
38
QUESTION: How are you treated here when people talk to you?
JEWELL: For most people here, it's a three-tiered approach. First, it's the
staring followed by the double takes. Then it's, "Is that Richard Jewell over
there? Yeah that looks like him." They're saying it loud enough that I can hear it
since I'm standing a few feet away from them. Then it becomes, "Don't I know
you from somewhere?"
It's the old high school ploy. "Didn't we go to school together? What's your
name?" But once they realize who I am, probably 90% of these interactions are
positive. Yet, what goes through my mind is that I have to be on the defensive. I
have to be able to protect my family and protect myself. Until they say those first
two or three words of that conversation, I don't know if they like me or if they
hate me. Until they say, "I'm behind you 100%," I have to watch myself.
But I do hear nice things like, "I can't believe they did that to you. I'm so
glad it worked out for you. How's your mom?" But until they say that first thing,
I'm standing defensively. I've got my hands where I can defend myself. I have
137. See Area Briefs, S. BEND TRJB. (Ind.), July 5, 2001, at D4 (Describing Jewell's stint as grand
marshal of the Fourth of July parade in the Indianapolis suburb of Carmel, and noting that Jewell "rode atop a
convertible, accompanied by his mother and his fiancde. They waved and threw pieces of candy to the crowd,
many of whom applauded and cheered as the car passed.").
138. As Jewell said immediately after the end of that hour-long parade back in 2001, "I thought it was
great. People were hollering and screaming." Id.
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had people at the grocery store point at me and say, "I know you did it. You just
got out of it. My cousin was hit down there, and I know you did it."
QUESTION: So you still get that kind of treatment?
JEWELL: It's happened. It hasn't happened in a while, but it has happened.
I'm in the law enforcement business. I see bad things happen every day. I'm
going to be prepared for whatever happens. So I have to pretend to myself, to
think in my mind, this person who is approaching me is going to be a negative
until they prove to me that they're going to be a positive. Once they're a positive,
then I can let my shield down a little bit and say, "Thank you. I appreciate that.
It's very nice of you to say." And Lin has been out with me when this has
happened and he has seen me react. He didn't understand it at first, but once he
actually saw it, he said he understood how it can affect me.
WOOD: Well, you're talking to somebody who's relating to you now that he
feels a need to be defensive and to protect himself in dealing with the media and
the public. That's what I hear him saying is one of the impacts of all this on him.
QUESTION: Has this made you more cynical?
JEWELL: Oh, completely. I used to be the person who would shake your hand
on a deal, or give you $10 if you said you were out of gas. Always joking and
cutting up. I see the change in me. I'm not the person who found that package
that night. I'm the person that the package has made. It's a different Richard
Jewell now than it used to be. I look at friendship and the people who I associate
with in a different way than I used to. And that's sad. That's another damage
that's been done to me.
QUESTION: Were there even friends that turned against you during that time?
JEWELL: Oh, yes. What would you expect? The whole world knocks on your
door and says your partner planted the bomb and we got proof of it. Listen to
what this person said and this person said. Has he ever done anything around
here that you thought was strange? Has he ever done anything bad? Did he ever
get in trouble for anything? Did he ever wreck a police car? 39
WOOD: There was a person who sold a video of you singing in a band. Do
you remember that?
JEWELL: I was in a band-just a local band. I was actually the lead singer
and the lead guitar player. The band split up and so it had been a year since we
played. But we used to play all the colleges-frat houses and the like. This is
back when I was in my twenties. We videotaped ourselves at a battle of the bands
one night. We did a set about eight or ten songs long. One of the singers sold this
videotape to Extra. And Extra did an expos6 of Richard Jewell. "The Hidden
Richard Jewell" was their story line.
139. Jewell apparently is referring to the time that he crashed his patrol car in Habersham County into
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WOOD: It was a little like this drug-taking rock star.
JEWELL: To piece it together, they sarcastically would ask a question and
then cut a part of the song to answer the question. I was actually singing the
answer to the questions they asked. They asked four questions and then had some
little "smart" thing to say at the end. It was Extra or one of the other nighttime
magazine shows, but he sold the tape for about $2000.
QUESTION: Given that experience with the tabloid magazine show, are there
any media organizations that you trust to bring you unbiased information?
JEWELL: No.
QUESTION: You can't name one of them?
JEWELL: No. I don't trust anybody.
QUESTION: Anyone in general or anyone in the media?
JEWELL: I don't trust anybody in the media especially. If they're in the
media, I don't trust them. They're going to have to prove themselves to me 100%
or they're going to have to prove themselves 110% to Mr. Wood. I don't trust
them. No. Negative. Not going to happen.
IV. ANALYSIS AND CONCLUSION
Richard Jewell's long nightmare of public scorn and ridicule began when the
Atlanta Journal described him as fitting "the profile of the lone bomber""---"a
frustrated white man who is a former police officer, member of the military or
police 'wannabe' who seeks to become a hero."'
41
And while it proved false that Jewell had anything to do with the bombing,
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today at least part of that damning description rings true. Jewell is a frustrated
white man-but not for the reasons the Atlanta Journal ascribed to him back in
1996.
He is frustrated, instead, with both libel law and the entire legal system. As
he told the authors of this article, "I'm frustrated that the judges that have heard
this case are not trying to be unbiased, in the middle. I'm frustrated that my case
is being shot down before it can be heard by my peers."'
43
140. Scruggs & Martz, supra note 22, at OIX and accompanying text.
141. id.
142. The prime suspect today is Eric Rudolph. See Filip Bondy, America's Most Wanted, DAILY NEWS
(N.Y.), Jan. 27, 2002, at 88 (describing Rudolph as "the 35-year-old man accused by the U.S. government of
bombing Centennial Park during the 1996 Atlanta Olympics"). Rudolph was captured on June 1, 2003 "[a]fter
leading investigators on one of the most exhaustive manhunts in history." Jeffrey Gettleman & David M.
Halbfinger, Suspect in '96 Olympic Bombing and 3 Other Attacks Is Caught, N.Y. TIMES, June 1, 2003, at 1. He
"is also charged in the bombing of a Sandy Springs abortion clinic in 1997; the Otherside Lounge, a gay and
lesbian night club in Midtown, in 1997; and the New Woman All Women abortion clinic in Birmingham on Jan.
29, 1998." Don Plummer, Olympic Blast Suspect Still Haunting Officials, ATLANTA J.-CONST., Feb. 23, 2002,
at 9A.
143. Supra Part III.B.
McGeorge Law Review / Vol. 35
A jury of ordinary citizens for a very ordinary man. Richard Jewell, as this
article suggests by his own account of the morning the bomb went off, is neither
a hero nor a villain. He was just a man doing his job. In doing it, of course, he
was caught up in history-history as told by journalists-and his life was turned
upside down and his alleged flaws and foibles were exposed by reporters for the
world to see.
While Jewell may be an ordinary person caught up in an extraordinary event,
his brushes with the media have made him quite savvy in this regard. His one
piece of advice for aspiring journalists could come straight from a college-level
textbook on reporting' 44 or a journalism ethics code 45
You can never have enough sources, and document every detail. Don't
leave out anything. If it's coming up on the deadline and you've got one
more source you want to talk to, sometimes you're just going to have to
miss a deadline. I think it's more important to get all the source
information you can and then give a credible story rather than miss or
leave out a couple of things. I think that's probably the most important
thing.' 46
Jewell's statement reflects a profound understanding of what James A. Baker
III, former Secretary of State, calls a "report first, check later" mentality of many
journalists. 47 It is a situation in which, as Baker puts it, "competition almost
forces the publication of a story sometimes before adequate checking can be
accomplished."' 48
But the lessons learned from Jewell's comments and his lawsuit against the
Atlanta Journal-Constitution are about more than just journalism ethics and
practices. Ultimately, they strike at the very heart of constitutional law. In
particular, one must query whether the courts have extended the First
Amendment protection of the press against libel suits too far.
Why? The same actual malice' 49 standard that was originally adopted by the
United States Supreme Court in 1964 to protect the New York Times against a
lawsuit filed by a government official seeking to chill coverage of the growing
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civil rights movement in the South 15° has now been made to apply to a very
ordinary man-not a government official, not an entertainer, not a politician-
who was thrust by chance, coincidence and circumstance into the maelstrom of
media attention by an event entirely beyond his control. This shield of First
Amendment protection allowed the Atlanta Journal-Constitution to trash and
thrash Jewell about as if he were a serial killer 1' and a loser desperate for fame.'
One must wonder whether the balance in libel law between two important
and competing interests-protection of expression and protection of one's
reputation "'-has been tilted excessively in favor of free speech. That Jewell
now needs to prove actual malice as a public figure'm rather than negligence"' as
a private figure makes his defamation case against the Atlanta Journal-
Constitution substantially more difficult. 6
But this short-term setback for Jewell may ultimately prove to be a long-term
loss for the media. Why? The decision to hold him a public figure because he
spoke to the media may have a chilling effect'57 on potential news sources in the
future. While newspapers fear a "Jewell Effect" that chills the publishing of
suspects' names and they now use terms like "person of interest," they really
should fear a chilling effect on sources who may be much more reticent to open
up to reporters with what they know about significant public events like the
bombing at Centennial Olympic Park. As Jewell made clear in this interview, he
would be extremely unwilling ever to talk to the media again without first talking
with his attorney.'58 Others placed in Jewell's situation in the future might feel the
same way, thus stifling the free flow of information to the public.
Jewell also proves a savvy commentator on the interplay of influence
between the government and the media. His remarks in this article, as well as
those of Lin Wood, show the sometimes too cozy relationship between two
entities that are supposed to be independent of one another. Indeed, it is often
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said that the role of the press is to be a watchdog on the government, 59 not a tool
through which the government can spread leaks about suspects like Jewell to
further its own ends.
Ultimately, this article may do little in the court of public opinion to change
people's views about Richard Jewell. But what it may change is the way
attorneys view libel law-from that of a plaintiff's remedy against reputational
harm to a flawed body of law that does little to rectify the wrongs suffered by
those swept away in media hysteria.
159. See generally Laurence B. Alexander, Looking Out for the Watchdogs: A Legislative Proposal
Limiting the Newsgathering Privilege to Journalists in the Greatest Need of Protection for Sources and
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